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Abstract 
  
  
Low density cluster developments that preserve a significant proportion of natural and rural open 
spaces have the potential to perpetuate an interconnected open space network that preserves the natural 
form and function of lands at the margins of municipalities. This potential is most likely to be realized 
within municipalities that have well crafted regulations that actively promote these development patterns. 
This is at least in part, the observation made at the conclusion of this research. The mechanisms of 
promotion within these well crafted ordinances are the mandate and the incentive. It might seem logical to 
assume that ordinances that have a high level of mandate will always out perform the ordinances that rely 
on an aggressive incentive programs that work with the local and regional market forces. This is not the 
case with at least one prominent case within this study as the developments approved under both 
Huntersville’s and Davidson’s current ordinances are commensurate with each other even though 
Davidson’s ordinance is mandatory and Huntersville’s is highly incentivized. 
  
The evaluation of the region’s ordinances reveals only one other ordinance aside from the above 
mentioned two, has incentives and or mandates that have the influence to promote cluster developments 
on a consistent basis. The remaining 7 ordinances all vary greatly in terms of strength of cluster 
provisions, but provide little if any incentive to developers to configure development into cluster 
subdivisions. These ordinances essentially only provide a regulatory option for cluster development with 
differing parameters.  
 
The evaluation of the resulting developments reveals that the ordinances with the most relevant 
mandates and incentives produce the development patterns that preserve the most open space and 
configure it most effectively. Within this study, there was not a perfect relationship between ordinance 
evaluation performance and performance of resulting development patterns however as alluded to above 
within the three top performing ordinances. It appears as if market considerations relating to base 
permissible densities and level of density bonuses afforded for open space preservation account for this 
reality. More specifically, ordinances with lower permissible densities (considerably below market 
demand) with aggressive incentive programs can effectively trade density for open space with 
qualitatively superior configuration, but may not score particularly well in a relative sense due to its lack 
of mandates. Again this is the case with Huntersville’s current ordinance, which outperforms its previous 
ordinance in terms of development patterns and is commensurate with Davidson’s current ordinance, yet 
scores lower than both on the ordinance evaluation.  
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 Abstract 
 
 
Aside from drawing comparisons, performing analyses, and drawing conclusions this Masters Project is 
designed to account for the various cluster provisions with the selected region and the resulting 
development patterns. The various tables and related commentary in this study clearly do this and avail rich 
detail for each ordinance and for each development and larger pattern. 
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Introduction 
 
 
The base issue that this study seeks to address is the loss of natural and rural open spaces and 
resulting character on the margins of urbanizing areas. The issue is made complex due to the extreme 
expense involved with purchasing these lands fee simple or even their rights to development. The issue is 
compounded further by the fact that burgeoning urban areas are encroaching upon these natural and rural 
lands making protection complicated due to the need to accommodate growth. This further increases the 
expense of conservation due to the increase in the land’s highest and best use. 
 
The obvious alternative to purchasing these open spaces is to protect them through regulation 
incurring significantly less cost to local, county, and state governments. Regulation also allows for an 
efficient balance between conservation and accommodation of growth at the margins of urban areas. It is 
also a way of protecting open spaces at a consistent pace commensurate with the rate of development, 
which is especially crucial within higher growth areas. Urban planners currently have a collection of 
regulatory approaches that preserve open spaces, but the use of cluster ordinances is the regulatory tool 
looked at in this project. It is the focus due to its relative strength as compared to other regulatory tools 
and the potential for outright protection at a large scale. This favorable conclusion has been made due to 
the following four virtues cluster ordinances possess in general: 
 
1) The regulation is easy to administer and therefore inexpensive due to the conventional nature it 
is incorporated into standard zoning codes and subdivision regulations.  
2) As mentioned above, cluster ordinances can preserve open space at no direct cost to local 
governments. 
3) The regulation promotes more compact development while protecting natural and rural 
landscapes while preserving open space commensurate with growth.  
4) Cluster ordinances have been used for over four decades with increasing regularity as of late, 
and thus, are seen as a more common and accepted regulatory tool by many professionals, 
politicians, and citizens.  
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Introduction 
 
 
Open space conservation and the need for effective regulation is a worthy topic because the protection 
of natural and rural open spaces is deemed an important goal by a wide cross section of this nation. This 
as evinced by the elevated percentage of open space referendums passed over the last ten years. All told, 
over 78 % of all open space measures were passed between 1994 and 2004, yielding nearly 30 billion 
dollars for open space preservation and another 40 billion for other park related projects, including 
greenway construction1. The majority of Americans view the protection of rural and natural open spaces 
as important for one or more of the myriad of associated benefits listed below: 
 
1) The passive aesthetic value provided by natural and rural landscapes 
2) Associated active recreational opportunities  
3) Real estate appreciation adjacent to protected open spaces 
4) The provision of valuable ecological processes such as storm water retention 
5) The provision of wildlife habitat 
6) Inherent value of natural and rural landscapes 
 
The aim of this research is three-fold. The first aim is to evaluate an expansive sample of land use 
ordinances in an around Mecklenburg County, NC. The focus of this evaluation will be on the degree to 
which these ordinances promote cluster development and subsequent preservation of natural and rural 
open spaces within the selected municipalities. The weighted multivariate evaluation used on each of the 
eight municipality’s land use regulations will be fleshed out in the forthcoming methodology section. The 
end product of this evaluation will be an overall accounting of the presence and sophistication of cluster 
provisions within a rapidly growing region of North Carolina as well as a detailed evaluation and ranking 
of all the individual ordinances. 
 
In Huntersville and Davidson, both zoning ordinances within each town will be further evaluated in 
the form of two longitudinal comparisons, which will seek to ascertain the change in cluster provisions 
among land use codes over a 10 to 15 year period.  
The essential information for this evaluation came from the zoning ordinances, subdivision 
regulations, and watershed ordinances, where applicable, from all 8 municipalities studied.  
 
 
                                                 
1 Nature conservancy website @ nature.org 
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Introduction 
 
 
Comprehensive plans were not evaluated because the emphasis of this research is focused on the 
mechanisms of current planning as opposed to long range planning because it works directly on the 
formation of land use patterns. Long range planning in the form of comprehensive plans is undoubtedly 
important due to the often requisite vertical consistency between current planning and it, but is not  
 
The second aim of this research involves evaluating the resulting land use trends that have developed 
under the above mentioned land use regulations. More specifically, the land use trends within the sectors 
in which residential clustering is permitted. This focus will further be limited to the environs that I have 
defined as rural areas (in terms of zoning) since these are the lands that most likely need preservation.  
 
The evaluation of the above mentioned land use trends will consist of a detailed development by 
development process. This process is designed to quantitatively and qualitatively ascertain the level of 
preservation of the rural and natural open spaces within an individual site. This process will be discussed 
fully within the first methodology section. The results from these individual evaluations will then be 
aggregated to form an overall picture of the success of the land use regulation at promoting cluster 
development within the rural areas of Huntersville, Davidson, and Mooresville, NC. A horizontal 
comparison between the three municipalities will also be completed as to evaluate the differences 
between the land use patterns and again to rank them.  In both Huntersville and Davidson, the land use 
trends will be further evaluated in the form of two longitudinal comparisons, which will seek to ascertain 
the change in land use trends between two distinct land use codes in both towns. 
 
The third and final aim if this study is to ascertain the manner in which the ordinances within the 
three municipalities account for the physical realities found within both individual developments and the 
overall land use patterns. This task is important to the research because it helps to parse out the aspects of 
the ordinances that have been effective at promoting the clustering of development and provision of 
quality open space. Furthermore, it also helps to parse out the aspects that have been unsuccessful and or 
extraneous.   
 
The following page is devoted to a comprehensive flowchart that tracks the planned progression and 
interaction of the study’s various evaluations, comparisons, and analyses. It is meant as a visual 
representation of the above listed objectives of the study 
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Introduction 
 
 
CHART 1:  Planned Progression of the Study’s Evaluation, Comparison, and Analyses 
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Literature Review 
 
 
The following literature review summarizes a forty-year progression of the cluster development 
concept and its related policies and issues. Current support for residential clustering stems in part from the 
desire to protect natural resources and rural vistas and, thus, the review concludes with literature that 
explains the rationale for open space.  
 
Cluster development and associated policies has been a fixture of the planning ethos for the better 
part of four decades. The earliest pieces of literature were written to challenge the prevailing patterns of 
sprawl in post-World War II years as evinced by Whyte’s 1964 “Cluster Development”. Whyte promoted 
cluster development as a way to halt the inexorable march of sprawl across the countryside. This seminal 
book laid out the concept and practice of clustering, the need for it, and extolled its virtues and seemingly 
endless potential at the time. The vast majority of arguments in this publication have been used in 
subsequent journal articles and books on the subject ever since. Arguments such as the following: 
 
1) Clustering provides open space at little cost to the local government. 
2) Forms interconnected networks of open space. 
3) Provides amenity to the residents of the development as well as the municipality. 
4) Lowers construction costs due to reduced linear feet of road, sewerage infrastructure, and water 
conveyance system due to denser development patterns. 
 
“Cluster Development” was most focused on changing the large lot paradigm and focusing growth 
into tightly-knit communities that efficiently used land and other resources and looked and functioned like 
towns. Whyte’s emphasis of open space preservation was primarily for amenity. The primary focus was 
not nearly as directed at the direct preservation of wildlife habitat, ecological processes and rural 
character as is the majority of literature written on clustering after the environmental movement took root 
in the 1970’s. 
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Literature Review 
 
 
For over two decades after Whyte’s introduction of the concept, few new pieces of literature on the 
subject emerged. Clustering, however, became an acceptable practice across the country during this time, 
although it never became nearly as prevalent as Whyte had envisioned. A 1990 study by Pivo, Small, and 
Wolfe focused on an expansive set of guidelines and standards designed to make cluster ordinances 
legally defensible as well as effective at clustering growth and preserving open space in rural areas. A few 
of the guidelines most relevant to this study are listed below: 
 
1) Orienting cluster districts in relation to the boundaries of existing agricultural areas and 
environmental systems. 
2) Determining appropriate minimum lot standards and gross density calculations. 
3) Streamlining the permitting procedures for cluster development (conditional vs. by right). 
4) Concatenating open spaces together to improve the rural character.  
 
The article was less about defending clustering as a necessary tool and more about educating planning 
practitioners and policymakers as to how to structure cluster ordinances for effective land use results.  
 
The surge in publications over the past 15 years has been dominated by Randall Arendt who has 
effectively framed the debate about cluster development and policies and expanded the breadth of 
pertinent issues. He did this by incorporating urban form and regionalism into the debate which greatly 
influenced his study. His entitled “Open Space Zoning: What it is and why it works”, (1992) was a 
precursor to the prodigious writings that would come later. It described the conventional land use 
practices of the time and demonstrated how they did not effectively protect open space due to reliance on 
principally large lot zoning patterns and infrequent fee simple acquisition. Arendt made his initial case for 
cluster development which expanded upon Whyte’s in that it focused on form and ecological function as 
well as the preservation of natural character. This study incorporates Arendt’s fuller justification of 
cluster development throughout. Arendt did not deal with the policy and regulatory issues needed for the 
success of cluster ordinances at preserving open space until his later publications such as “Conservation 
Design for Subdivisions” (1996) and “Growing Greene”, (1999).  
 
 
 
 
 
 13
Literature Review 
 
 
These publications deal with the specific policy and language required within comprehensive plans, 
subdivision regulations, and zoning ordinances in order to promote open space protection through 
clustering. Arendt contended that in order to effectively protect open spaces at a regional scale through 
clustering the following concepts and guidelines must be followed. 
  
1) Local governments should inventory the natural and rural lands and write into code the requisite 
provision of such lands if they are within relevant development’s boundaries. 
2) Cluster provisions should incentivise or mandate the clustering of development. 
3) Internal and external connectivity of open spaces is critical to the perpetuation of integrated 
regional greenspace networks and should also be actively promoted. 
 
Arendt furthered the scope of literature on cluster development by articulating landscape architectural 
standards as well as a rigorous site-specific planning process aimed at producing quality rural cluster 
development which he called conservation subdivisions.  His aim was to educate the policy makers, 
developers and the public as to the urban form that best protected rural character. His vision involved 
using the development process to protect the natural features and views by setting aside targeted portions 
of the sites and planning comprehensively through a green printing process to link the protected open 
spaces of numerous conservation subdivisions into a contiguous cohesive community-wide network. The 
publications that dealt with quality rural form and the related site-specific conservation subdivision 
process include “Conservation Design for Subdivision”, (1996) and “Rural by Design”, (1994). These 
publications were tantamount to a workshop on rural site planning. The following site-planning 
techniques from these publications are most relevant to this study: 
 
1) The configuration of open space adjacent to rural roads 
2) The protection of specific natural and rural features such as forests and meadows. 
3) The configuration of larger open spaces with significant interiors as opposed to linear spaces with 
higher perimeter to interior ratios.  
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Literature Review 
 
 
Coser in her APA PAS memo titled “Preserving Rural Character through Cluster Development”, 
(1994) addresses a wide range of issues related to the preservation of rural character via cluster 
ordinances. She lists the pros and cons of the regulatory technique including the potential ecological 
impacts of greater gross and net densities which is relevant to this study in the formations of both 
evaluations. She also expounds on the continuum of policies meant to promote cluster development 
ranging from incentive-based programs that utilize density bonuses to the streamlining of the review of 
the approval process.  Examples of ordinances across the country are also provided.  
 
In 1998 the University of Minnesota produced a “fact series” on residential cluster development that 
had a similar format and content as Corser’s publication above, but expounded upon the potential of using 
low impact storm water mitigation techniques made possible by the increased open space provided by 
cluster development. It explores the significant construction cost savings and ecological benefit of such 
systems that are integrated with the natural ecological processes. 
 
The latest resource and most applicable to my research is the research by Brabec entitled “An 
evaluation of the effectiveness of cluster development in the Town of Southampton, New York”, (2001). 
This article is a case study on the rural land use patterns of a small town in New York and the effects of 
cluster provisions on it. The study tracks the changes in cluster ordinances over a twenty-year period as 
well as the resulting land use patterns. The metrics studied include the following:  
 
1) The relative amount of cluster developments 
2) The percent of open space preserved within cluster developments 
3) The size of contiguous preserved parcels 
4) External open space connectivity 
5) The quality of rural character in terms of farming viability and visual quality.  
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Literature Review 
 
 
These metrics are very similar to the ones in this study with the exception of visual quality and 
farming viability.  The study concludes that cluster ordinances were effective at preserving rural lands 
including farms, but were much less successful at preserving the visual character.  The study does not 
however offer any regulatory changes that could enhance the performance of cluster ordinances as this 
study does.  Nor does it expound on the degree to which the ordinances actually contributed to the 
individual developments and resulting land use trends as this study does. 
 
The remaining sources deal not with cluster development and policy, but with a few core values from 
the broad continuum of values attached to the open space it preserves. Values derived from its natural 
resource (timber and agriculture), ecological process, appreciation of adjacent real estate values, and 
inherent worth of the natural environment. The sources dealing with the value of open space are not 
intended to be an exhaustive collection, but a good representation of the research on the subject that is 
applicable to this study. The purpose of these articles is to help form a basis for the need for open space 
preservation and, hence, effective cluster ordinances.  
 
In terms of real estate appreciation, the most extensive source, titled “The Economic Value of Open 
Space: A Review and Synthesis”, (Fausold and Lilieholm) lists with modest detail numerous studies on 
the appreciation of real estate values from the adjacency to open space. The studies target different 
regions of the United States and collectively cover four decades (60’s – 90’s) and with only one 
exception, uphold the conventional thinking that adjacency to open space increases real estate values. 
Two subsequent articles provide more recent studies concerning appreciation using hedonic pricing 
models. The first, titled “The effect of open space on single-family, residential home property values”, 
(Soren, 2000) deals with the Minneapolis area and reports that the value of properties adjacent to 
protected open space is on average, 20% more than other properties. 
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A similar study by Geoghegan in 2002 uses the same methodology but focuses on Howard County, 
Maryland. The results suggest that real estate adjacent to permanent open space appraises at a higher rate, 
and the findings were statistically significant at the .01 level. This study also finds that the adjacency to 
permanent open space positively affects real estate values by threefold over the adjacency to non-
protected open space. This statistic is rare and valuable for these hedonic model studies because it makes 
a distinction and measures the difference between permanent and temporary open space. It effectively 
demonstrates the inherent difference in the public’s perception of true permanent rural character and 
placeholders for development. The above publications, without exception, use the established hedonic 
price model for isolating the value of a single aspect, such as number of rooms and adjacency to open 
space. They also include an expansive set of housing aspects so as to be comprehensive and accurate in 
estimation. 
 
The value of open spaces as derived from ecological resources and inherent value are covered with 
detail in the above mentioned publication, “The Economic Value of Open Space: A Review and 
Synthesis” and “Design with Nature” by McHarg (1969). These two sources list the extensive range of 
ecological resources provided by open space and the direct and indirect effects caused by their conversion 
to urban uses. These resources include wildlife habitat provision, stormwater retention, ground water 
infiltration and pollution absorbsion to name a few. A case for existence value consists of philosophical 
arguments from notable natural philosophers such as Aldo Leopold and John Muir who both assert that 
there isn’t a need to account for the economic or resource value of natural open spaces because the sole 
value of existence is enough justify its protection.  
 
The forthcoming study will incorporate the background information, practical guidelines, and 
conclusions concerning successful cluster development and its promotion through regulation. This 
information will be used to craft the evaluations used in this study to assess the strength and 
sophistication of cluster ordinances and quality of resulting development trends. Furthermore, this study 
will hopefully fill the relative void in the literature that evaluates the strength of cluster ordinances and 
ascertains the quality of growth that results.  
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The Charlotte Mecklenburg Region and Why It Was Chosen 
 
 
When determining which set of ordinances and resulting development patterns to study for this 
Masters Project, there were a number of criteria that had to be met. These criteria are as follows: 
 
1) The choices had to be municipalities as opposed to counties as it was important to focus on core 
areas with higher growth rates.  
2) The municipalities had to be geographically close enough to the Triangle, so frequent visits 
would be feasible.  
3) The municipalities had to be all within the same region so as to provide a level of consistency in 
terms growth pressures and general ethos. 
4) The region had to have a diverse set of ordinances with varying levels of strength and 
sophistication.  
5) The region, furthermore, must be experiencing rapid growth rates, so as to provide numerous 
developments to evaluate. This residential expansion also provides a growth environment where 
cluster ordinances could fulfill their potential for perpetuating an interconnected open space 
network .The metric of external connectivity was included to help gauge the success of this task.  
 
The Charlotte Mecklenburg region more than meets this last criterion as it has grown from a 
population of 1,162,093 in 1990 to nearly 1,600,000 as of the latest estimate in 20062. This is a 38% 
increase in population over a 17 year period, which is 2.22% annualized increase. These figures certainly 
point towards the presence of growth pressures. Mecklenburg county itself, which is home of 40% of the 
ordinances and  80% of the development patterns evaluated has had an even larger increase in population 
of 66% over the same period at a near 4% annualized rate.3  
 
In terms of ordinance variability, the region does have a dynamic continuum. It ranges from an 
ordinance that mandates all development be in the form of cluster subdivisions, to highly incentivized 
ordinances to ones that only provide the regulatory authority for cluster developments. This breadth of 
ordinances allows for much juxtaposition and fine levels of delineation between similar ordinances and 
associated development patterns as evinced by the forthcoming comparisons and analyses.  
 
                                                 
2 Us Census and per conversation with Charlotte planning staff 
3 Us Census and per conversation with Charlotte planning staff 
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General Assumptions and Definitions 
 
 
This section addresses the numerous general assumption made within this study as well as provides 
pertinent definitions. The more specific assumptions and definitions are addressed within the first section 
of the methodology. 
 
Cluster Development 
 
The definition of cluster development shall be broadened to include development that reduces lot 
sizes and allocates development to only a portion of the site while reserving the remaining land as open 
space. Furthermore, in order to be considered a cluster subdivision within this study, a minimum of one-
third (33%) of the site must be preserved as permanent open space. This figure is at the low end of what 
many in the authors listed in the bibliography consider as cluster development4, but the figure was chosen 
because this level of open space can provide the following benefits: 
 
1) Abundant recreational activities to residents. 
2) Protection of natural and rural character of landscapes. 
3) Protection of valued rural and natural features. 
4) Protection of wild life corridors if open space is configured efficiently. 
5) Diminished impact of houses on the landscape. 
 
A more rigorous threshold would discount many developments that provide the above benefits. 
Moreover, it is unrealistic in the Charlotte Mecklenburg area considering the market realities that a 
significant amount of “cluster developments" would preserve near the open space thresholds suggested by 
the above mentioned authors.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
4 Thresholds ranging from  30% to 90% 
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General Assumptions and Definitions 
 
 
Cluster Ordinances 
 
The definition of a cluster ordinance shall be broad and include any provision within a municipality’s 
land use regulations that permits, incentivizes or mandates the citing of houses on smaller parcels of land, 
while the additional land that would have been allocated to individual lots is converted to permanent 
protected open space. This broad definition expands the umbrella of what shall be considered as a “cluster 
ordinance” to at least the following provisions: 
 
1) All provisions that permit the reduction of lot sizes and subsequent provision of open space 
2) Planned Unit Developments applicable to the rural sections of municipalities 
3) Clustered multifamily overlays that promote denser compact development  
 
Open Space 
 
The definition of open space is more complex than the colloquial term suggests. For the purposes of 
this study, in order to be considered open space it must conform to the following requirements: 
 
1) Open space shall be preserved from any improvements such as buildings, structures, streets, 
parking or other intense modifications that dominate the space visually or otherwise.  
2) Open space must be protected in perpetuity from the above improvements as well as avoid 
individual ownership. Lands that have had their development rights severed from the property as 
is the case with conservation easements do count as open space however. Lands can be owned by 
home owner’s associations, local to state governments, land trusts, and any other organizations 
whose objective is to maintain the open spaces and permit access to at least the residents of the 
development. After this elaboration, it must be noted that the open spaces within this study are 
either owned by an HOA, local government, or county government. 
3) These spaces can be natural, rural, recreational (with notable exceptions), urban, passive or 
active. Recreational uses such as tennis courts, basketball courts, pools and the like are not 
considered open space because they violate the first aspect of this definition.  
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General Assumptions and Definitions 
 
 
Natural and Rural Open Space 
 
In order to be considered natural or rural, open space must meet the first two requirements of the 
above definition of open space and then the following additional requirements: 
 
1) These lands must be unimproved or minimally improved and may include the following features: 
meadows, forests, riparian corridors, fields, greenways, nature parks, utility easements that are not 
obstructed, and buffers adjacent to rural roads and between residential lots. 
2) Natural and rural open spaces may not consist of active recreational areas such as golf courses 
and ball fields.  
 
Natural and Rural Sectors of a Municipality 
 
This term refers to the actual zoning districts within a municipality that have the explicit and or 
implicit goal of promoting low density development patterns and thus attempt to reduce the impact of 
urban form and function on natural and rural lands. Depending upon the municipality in this study, this 
can include zoning districts that permit only one residence per 5 acres up to an imposed maximum of 2 
units per acre. For further rational and justification refer to the first section of the methodology under the 
ordinance performance indicator called “Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster 
Ordinance” on  pg. 24. 
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Methodology 1 
Ordinance Evaluation 
 
The ultimate goal of this segment of the study is to conduct a thorough accounting and evaluation of 
the residential cluster provisions within the land use ordinances in and around Mecklenburg County, NC. 
The weighted multivariate assessment used to evaluate each of the eight municipalities in the study is 
provided below. It is comprised of 11 performance indicators that together are designed to quantify and 
qualify the level of strength and sophistication of each municipality’s cluster provisions. The schema and 
justification for the relative weighting of the indicators is provided further on in this methodology. The 
information required to perform this analysis comes from municipality’s zoning codes, subdivision 
regulations, watershed ordinances, and interviews with planning staff.  
 
Ordinance Performance Indicators 
 
y Regulatory Structure 
This element gives credit to land use ordinances that actively promote the use of the clustering 
provisions within the zoning and subdivision regulations. An ordinance that has a well written cluster 
provision that has a high minimum open space requirement receives little credit if it does not actually 
promote land developers to develop under it with incentives and mandates. This indicator is not a 
duplication of the forthcoming one that deals with the mandates for open space as it deals with the actual 
promotion of cluster developments. There, however, would be duplication if this indicator had the option 
for incentives for the development under a cluster provision. This is so because credit is already given in 
another indicator to ordinances that promote clustering by extending density bonuses for the provision of 
open space through clustering development. Following this rational, an incentives option was not 
included as to avoid double counting. In order to be considered mandatory (3), an ordinance must 
mandate that all development be clustered and preserve at least 33% open space.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Score Weight Total 
No Provision  0 4 0 
Voluntary  2 4 8 
Mandatory  level 1  4 4 16 
Mandatory level 2  5 4 20 
Mandatory level 3  6 4 24 
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y Percent of Open Space Required 
The purpose of this facet within the evaluation is to determine the minimum open space requirement 
for all clustering options within a municipality. This facet quantifies the level of mandate for preservation 
for all the clustering provisions. The figure is calculated by averaging the open space requirements of all 
regulatory techniques that preserve land by reducing the minimum size of lots within developments and 
preserve the residual open space. This includes open space exactions applicable to all development for 
what has been deemed the rural sector. This is done as to make a more accurate comparison between 
ordinances that have substantial minimum requirements for all development across their rural district and 
ordinances that have virtually no requirement with the exception of within optional cluster provisions. 
Ordinances receive more credit as the mandate for open space increases.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
y Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
Density bonuses are a very common technique used as incentive for the clustering of development 
and subsequent preservation of open space. The purpose of this evaluative criterion is to quantify the level 
of incentives a municipality has authority to trade for such open space. As to standardize this criterion it 
will be in the form that expresses the percent increase in density for the preservation of 1 % open space. 
The following steps are involved in the calculation of this metric: 
 
1) Determine the range (in the form of a percentage) above the minimum open space requirement 
for which incentives are available.  
2) Divide this range by the potential percentage increase in density afforded for full preservation of 
the above range. 
3) The resulting figure is the % density increase for each 1% increase in open space above the 
minimum open space requirement.  
 
  Score Weight Total 
No Requirement  0 3 0 
  X ≤ 10%  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20%  3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%  4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%  5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
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The final figure is an average of all the incentives of the clustering provision options within a 
municipality. Ordinances receive more credit as the potential for density bonuses traded for the provision 
of open space increases. This evaluation rewards those ordinances that provide enticing incentives to 
developers.  
 
 
% Density ▲ for every  
1% ▲ in Open Space  
 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Incentives  0 3. 0 
X < 1.0  1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0  3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0  4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0  5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0  6 3 18 
X > 9.0  7 3 21 
 
 
y Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
The purpose of this criterion is to quantify the upper limit to which residential clustering can preserve 
open space. This limit is nearly always the result of minimum lot standards imposed by municipalities 
that effectively cap the amount of open space within developments.  
 
Ordinances receive more credit within the evaluation as the ceiling for open space increases. Credit is 
given for open space potential in this case.  
 
 
  Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision  0 2 0 
   X < 30%  1 2 2 
30% ≤ X <40%  2 2 4 
40% ≤ X <50%  3 2 6 
50% ≤ X <60%  4 2 8 
X ≥ 60%  5 2 10 
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y Conditional Authority or by Right 
Cluster developments like all other subdivisions can either be conditionally approved or approved by 
right. This criterion was included because of the often considerable difference in time associated with the 
permitting process between both options. The quasi judicial process (conditional approval) requires 
significantly more time than the administrative process (approval by right) and thus acts as a disincentive 
due to the increases time, expense, and uncertainty in the approval process.   
 
Ordinances that allow cluster development by right alleviate the disincentive created by the 
conditional process and thus receive credit within the evaluation.  
 
 
  Score Weight Total 
Conditional   0 2 0 
By Right   4 2 8 
 
 
y Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
This metric is crucial to determining how geographically extensive the clustering provision is within 
the rural sector (in terms of zoning) of a municipality. An ordinance that has a provision for residential 
clustering across the entirety of the rural district will better promote cluster developments than one in 
which clustering is permissible over only a portion of it. For the purposes of this study, lands outside of 
the urbanized area are those in which the explicit or implicit goal of the applicable zoning ordinance to is 
to protect in some fashion the natural and or rural character through lower density development. This is 
evinced by stated policy and or lower densities of two units per acre or less. Two units per acre is chosen 
as the threshold because many municipalities use this density to promote lower density development and 
if the threshold was reduced to 1 unit per acre or less than many of the municipalities within this study 
would have little to no land that would qualify as rural. Furthermore at 3 units per acre the resulting 
development patterns are too intense to preserve the rural character effectively. 
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Ordinances receive more credit for the provision of cluster development options as the percent of its 
permissibility within the rural sector increases. Credit is given for the increased potential for cluster 
development. 
 
  Score Weight Total 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  4 3 12 
X≥75%  6 3 18 
 
 
y Open Space Configuration  
The quality of rural open spaces preserved depends in part on the shape, orientation, and adjacency to 
other open spaces. The purpose of this criterion is to qualify the level of open space quality as it pertains 
to configuration. The four aspects of configuration that will be assessed in this evaluation are defined 
below: 
 
1. View Sheds - For the purposes of this study, view sheds refer to the natural and rural corridors 
along the roads of the rural portions of a municipality as well as scenic vistas within developments. 
The protection of such features enhances the aesthetic quality of natural and rural open spaces. 
 
2. Internal Connectivity - The connection of internal open spaces within a development to each 
other. The connectivity of natural and rural open spaces enhances the collective form and function 
because the whole of these open spaces is greater than the sum of them when spatially integrated. 
This synergy enhances the following aspects: 
a. Aesthetics 
b. Recreational opportunities 
c. Wildlife habitat 
d. Ecological processes 
 
3. External Connectivity - The connection of internal open spaces within a development to open 
spaces adjacent to it. This larger scale connectivity of natural and rural open spaces enhances the 
above mentioned synergy to an even greater extent.  
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4, General Proportions - General proportions refer to both the size and shape of the open space. The 
proportions of open spaces range from small and linear to large and globular. The formation of open 
spaces that are closer to the large globular end of the spectrum is preferred because they provide a 
larger proportion of valuable interior spaces as compared to peripheral spaces. These spaces are 
valuable for the same reason that connectivity is. 
 
  Ordinances receive more credit for each of the above configuration aspects it either incentivizes or 
mandates. Credit is given to ordinances that promote development that configures open spaces in a 
manner that enhances its utility and general quality. 
 
  
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provisions   0 2 0 
View sheds  4 2 8 
External Connectivity   4 3 12 
Internal Connectivity  4 3 12 
General Proportions  4 3 12 
 
 
y Natural and Rural Feature Preservation  
The quality of natural and rural preservation further depends on whether it preserves specific valuable 
natural and rural features and or wild life habitat. These natural and rural features include meadows, 
forests, riparian habitat, vernal pools, agricultural fields, viewsheds, promontories, ridgelines, rock 
outcroppings and the like. The targeted protection of these valuable features can significantly improve the 
results of rural and natural preservation efforts. Credit is given to ordinances that promote the protection 
of these valued features.  
 
  
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision  0 3 0 
Wildlife Habitat  4 3 12 
Natural / Rural Features  4 3 12 
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y Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
This criterion is at the center of the evaluation of the effectiveness of ordinances at protecting natural 
and rural open spaces through residential clustering. The mere provision of open spaces within the rural 
sector of municipalities can be a deceptive achievement all dependent on the character of such open 
spaces. The preservation of the character of rural and natural lands can not be preserved if they are spared 
from development to be converted to golf courses and or other active uses. As a note, this indicator 
measures the degree to which open spaces must consist of natural and rural lands and does not however 
measure the amount of open space in general that must be preserved.  
 
Ordinances receive more credit as the mandate for the preservation of natural and rural lands increase. 
Credit is given for the preservation of the natural and rural heritage of a municipality.  
 
  Score Weight Total 
No Specification   0 3 0 
X<20%  1 3 3 
20%≤X<40%  3 3 9 
40%≤X<60%  4 3 12 
60%≤X<80%  5 3 15 
X≥80%  6 3 18 
 
 
y Incentives for the Provision of Public Open Space 
This criterion was included because of the value associated with public access to open spaces. Public 
open space has the potential to provide amenity to a significantly greater number of people than open 
space owned by an HOA or other non public entity. This is the case due to the reality that an HOA or 
other private entity can deny access to open spaces to people who do not pay for its maintenance and the 
reality that the public will likely utilize public open spaces more due to their increase sense of entitlement. 
The provision of amenity is another important facet associated with open space protection and should be 
accounted for alongside other values such as natural and rural character preservation.  
 
Ordinances that promote the transfer of open space into the public realm receive credit due to the 
increase in potential amenity.  
  Score Weight Total 
No Provision  0 2 0 
Incentives   4 2 8 
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y Base Densities (units per acre) 
This facet is tangential to the other criteria in this evaluation as it does not deal with the preservation 
of the landscape directly through the formation of open space. Rather it deals with the permissible density 
within the rural sectors of a municipality which does affect the function and character of such landscapes 
due to increased dwelling units. Increases in residential density can adversely impact the visual quality of 
the landscape as well as the ecological health thus making cluster ordinances less affective. Furthermore, 
higher densities within municipalities that have incentivized cluster ordinances deter developers from 
opting to trade open space for increased density due to economic and market realities. 
 
Ordinances receive more credit for lower rural sector base densities because of the reduced impact on 
the form and function of rural lands and in some cases, the increased economic need for developers to 
provide open space for the associated density bonus.  
 
Rural District  Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5  0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5  1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1  2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25  4 1.5 6 
 
 
y Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
This facet of the evaluation is relevant for ordinances that offer density bonuses for the provision of 
open space. It was included for the same reasons the base densities element was included and is intended 
to capture the affect that full density bonuses have on the overall density of the rural district.  
  
Ordinances receive more credit as the maximum allowed density decreases. 
 
Rural District  Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 2.0   1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0  2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0  3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5  4 1.5 6 
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CHART 2:  Weighting System, Credit Distribution, and Rational for Ascribed Relative Importance 
 
 Weight Maximum 
Credit 
Rational for Ascribed Relative Importance  
1) Regulatory Structure 4 24 
Weighted the heaviest because of the significant potential for 
the perpetuation of cluster developments if there is a mandate 
(verses voluntary) that all development be clustered. 
2) Required Open Space 3 21 Weighting second heaviest because a mandate provides a definite provision of open space within cluster development. 
7) Incentive Program 3 21 
Incentives can be affective at providing open space, but 
weighted less than #1 above because of the voluntary nature 
verses mandatory.  
4) Jurisdiction Coverage 3 18 
Ranked third highest because of the significant increase in the 
potential for cluster development as the geographical 
coverage in which it is permissible increases. 
3) Natural / Rural Preservation 3 18 
Ranked third highest because a mandate provides a definite 
provision of rural open space.  
Natural Feature Preservation 
5) Wildlife Habitat 3 12 
The promotion of wildlife habitat preservation (through 
incentives or mandate) ranks high on the credit continuum 
due to the high value attached to the task’s goal. It is situated 
below the minimum open space requirements and incentives 
above because this requirement does not protect open space 
directly, rather it specifies its character. 
6) Natural and Rural Features 3 12 
The promotion of natural and rural features preservation 
(through incentives or mandate) ranks high on the credit 
continuum due to the high value attached to the task’s goal. 
These particular features are at the core of natural and rural 
character. It is situated on this section of the continuum for 
the same rasons as the fifth indictor above.  
Sub Total  24  
Open Space Configuration 
8) Internal Connectivity 3 12 
The promotion of open space connectivity and general 
proportions (through incentives or mandate) is crucial to the 
form and function of the natural and rural landscapes. As 
such, they are ranked commensurate with the direct 
preservation of natural and rural features (#’s 5 and 6). These 
elements do not preserve specific valued land features, but 
they improve the quality of natural and rural landscapes none 
the less.  
9) External Connectivity 3 12 Same as # 8 above 
10) General Proportions 3 12 Same as # 8 above 
11) Viewsheds 2 8 
Ranked below the other open space configuration elements 
because it deals only with the form and not the function of 
natural and rural landscapes.  
Sub Total  44  
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12) Conditional Authority 2 8 
Ranked at the lower end of the credit continuum because this 
element does not affect the proliferation of cluster 
development as much as # 1 (regulatory structure) and # 4 
above (Jurisdiction Coverage). 
 
13) Public Open Space Incentives 2 8 
Ranked at the lower end of the credit continuum because this 
element does not preserve open space or the character of 
natural and rural lands. Included above the density elements 
because of the value associated with public access.   
14) Maximum allowed Open Space 2 8 
Although this element has the potential to curtail open space 
potential it is ranked at the lower end of the credit spectrum 
because of the absence of such limitation that truly hinder 
cluster developments potential. Commendable cluster 
developments that protect 40% open space often do not 
provide enough open space to be affected by minimum lot 
standards.  
 
15) Base Density 1.5 6 
Minimally weighted because density does not relate directly 
to open space preservation. 
16) Maximum Allowed Density 1.5 6 
Minimally weighted because density does not relate directly 
to open space preservation. 
Total  206  
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Evaluation of the of Open spaces provided by Development 
  
 
The ultimate goal of this evaluation is to determine the actual development patterns as they pertain to 
cluster development and open space preservation that result from the ordinances of Huntersville, 
Davidson, and Mooresville. A further comparison will also be conducted which allows for the ranking of 
the individual ordinances as to the degree to which they have promoted quality cluster development. The 
process involves the following steps: 
 
1) An evaluation of all the relevant individual developments within the three municipalities  in terms 
of the various performance indicators listed below. 
2) An aggregation of the performance indicator data concerning all the individual developments 
within each ordinance as to quantify and qualify the overall development patterns under each 
ordinance within the three municipalities.  
3) A Comparison of the distinct development patterns that have been perpetuated by the 5 
ordinances within the three municipalities.  
 
The evaluation of the resulting individual developments and patterns spawned by ordinances rely on 
basic figures such as totals, averages and weighted averages. This allows for simple and direct 
comparison of resulting developments patterns under the different ordinances. The performance indicators 
that yield these valuable figures and comparison are presented and explained below.  
 
 
Cluster Development Performance Indicators 
 
y Percent of Land Preserved as Open Space  
This is the amount of open space preserved as a percentage of the total land of the individual 
development. For the purposes of this study, open space may not be owned by a private entity with the 
exception of an HOA, conservation easement, and or land trust. It includes the following spaces: 
1) Natural and rural open spaces  
2) Improved passive and active urban open spaces including plazas, squares, public gardens and 
various other parks excluding parks dominated by buildings and roads. 
3) Improved active and passive amenity areas such as outdoor amphitheaters, playgrounds, 
recreational facilities  
4) Utility easements where access to pedestrians is present 
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y Percent of Open Space Preserved that is Rural and or Natural 
This is the amount of unimproved and or minimally improved natural and rural open space preserved 
as a percentage of the total open space preserved within an individual development. Rural and natural 
open space includes, but is not limited to the following features: meadows, forests, riparian corridors, 
fields, greenways, nature parks, utility easements and buffers adjacent to rural roads and between urban 
uses. The following open spaces shall not be considered as natural or rural: 
 
1)  Improved passive and active use urban parks of all types 
2)  Amenity areas and recreational facilities 
 
y Largest and Second Largest Contiguous Open Space Parcel 
The purpose of these two aspects is to assess the level of internal connectivity within individual 
developments. A contiguous parcel within this study refers to an unbroken piece of land that is not 
divided by any physical structure (such as a wall or a fence), urban lot (residential, commercial, etc) or 
road wider than two lanes. Furthermore, the width of the open space may not be less than 75 ft for this 
ensures that the open spaces are effectively contiguous. This minimum width is often sited for successful 
greenways that create a sense of natural or rural closure. Since it is the preservation of rural and natural 
lands that is of importance the following lands shall be the only ones that shall factor into this 
determination of connectivity. 
 
1) Natural and rural lands 
2) Passive use urban parks such as public gardens and arboretums that have a minority of   
hardscaping of 30% or less 
3) Amenity areas that that have a minority of hardscaping of 30% or less 
 
All other open spaces that are improved to a greater degree (higher levels of hardscaping) will not be 
counted even if they serve as a link between two or more contiguous pieces of open space. This is due to 
the reality that improved urban open spaces that have a significant portion of hardscaping do not function 
as a link to other truly natural open spaces. Improved urban open spaces that have a more natural 
appearance can function as such a link. 
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y External Connectivity 
This aspect deals with whether the natural and rural open spaces within a development connect to 
similar open spaces adjacent to it. In order to receive credit for external connectivity a development’s 
open spaces must connect to open spaces adjacent to it with a minimum width of 200 feet. This distance is 
a sited frequently as a minimum width at which greenway corridors functions for a variety of wildlife. 
The same set of open spaces that qualified with internal connectivity will qualify for external 
connectivity.  
 
y Percent Public Open Space 
This is the relative amount of open space deeded to a government entity (local up to federal) and or 
other applicable entity that allows access to the general public. Lands dedicated to private entities such as 
HOA’s do not count as public open space.  
  
y Protection of Rural Road Viewshed 
The purpose of this aspect is to attempt to assess the degree to which developments protect natural 
and rural viewsheds adjacent to rural roads. The protection of viewsheds within developments was not 
assessed as it was too difficult and time consuming to assess which portions of a site qualifies as a 
viewshed and if so to what degree it was preserved.  
 
For the purposes of this study a rural viewshed adjacent to a road is considered preserved if it has a 
natural or rural buffer (protected open space) adjacent to a rural road with an average distance of 100 ft or 
greater provided that no more than a third of the street frontage has a minimum distance of less than 75 ft. 
This minimum width was chosen because it is above the above mentioned 75 foot minimum width 
required for greenways. This additional 25 feet should help to provide a greater visual screen between the 
road and the development. The developments within all three municipalities either passed this 
requirement easily or failed it without question so there is no need to discuss more nuanced requirements.  
 
y Actual Gross Density of Developments  
 The purpose of this information is to assess the level of development intensity within the rural 
sector. As mentioned earlier in the methodology section, this indicator deals with the preservation of the 
landscape by manipulating the intensity of development and hence, function and character. The 
development intensity of the rural reaches of a municipality can greatly affect the aesthetic and ecological 
benefits that cluster development provides and thus is relevant to this portion of the evaluation.   
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Analysis of Ordinance’s Contribution to Individual Developments and Overall Patterns 
  
 
The aim of this third and final segment of the study is to ascertain the manner in which the ordinances 
within the three municipalities account for the physical realities found within both individual 
developments and the overall land use patterns. This task is important to the research because it helps to 
parse out the aspects of the ordinances that have been effective at promoting the clustering of 
development and provision of quality open space. Furthermore, the aspects that have limited influence 
and are generally ineffective will be parsed out as well. This process will utilize insight acquired from 
interviews with urban planning staff and the staff of developers as to form the most accurate and 
comprehensive analysis.  
 
More specifically, the analysis seeks to determine the affect of the presence of incentives, mandates, 
and other regulatory tools and provisions on the following aspects of individual developments and overall 
trends. 
 
1) The percent of open space preserved by cluster development 
2) The frequency at which development is clustered relative to conventional development 
3) The configuration and quality of open spaces preserved by cluster development 
4) The difference between base permissible and actual densities of developments 
5) The difference between actual densities and bonus allowable densities 
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y Limitations of the Evaluation of Ordinances 
  
There is a performance indicator that addresses the percent of the municipality’s natural and rural 
zoning districts where residential cluster is permitted. There is no indicator however that addresses 
whether the residential cluster boundaries include the areas that actually still have rural and natural 
land features regardless of zoning. It was not included because this evaluation might expand beyond 
clustering provisions and begins to capture a municipality’s natural resource and rural planning 
programs which is outside the purview of this study. It would also require considerably more time to 
determine where these viable lands are.  
 
y Limitations of the Evaluation of Developmental Patterns 
 
1) Due to a significant increase in time, on site evaluations to the relevant developments was not 
feasible. Such an evaluation would add a component visual assessment to this section of the 
study and would allow for a myriad of qualitative evaluations of the rural and natural open 
spaces preserved within developments. The following evaluations were not able to be 
performed due to the lack of visual assessment: 
 
A) The protection of rural viewsheds along roads and adjacent to developments could not be 
visually assessed and qualitatively evaluated. The study in place of this visual assessment 
performs a quantitative version instead from inspection of sketch plans. A combination of 
such assessments would generate more comprehensive results.  
B) The character of other open spaces could not be qualitatively assessed visually and thus 
the distinction between the broad category of open space and natural and rural open space is 
less accurate. The study again in place of this visual assessment utilizes inspections of sketch 
plans. 
2) The sketch plans were not available in a GIS format so the accuracy of some of 
measurements is most likely lacking in a relative sense. Furthermore, some more complex 
analyses were not completed due this limitation, such as the ratio between the area and 
perimeter of open space parcels, which would help elucidate the shape and quality of open 
spaces.  
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Limitations 
 
 
3) The evaluation of the protection of individual natural and rural features was also not 
completed again due the vastly increased amount of time required for this task. Such a task 
would test a couple of the cluster provisions more fully and better assess the quality of 
protected open spaces.  
 
y Limitations of the Analysis of Ordinances Contributions to Development 
 
A good portion of this analysis requires interviews with planning staff and consultants that worked on 
various developments as to ascertain which aspects of the ordinances account for the physical realties of 
development patterns. This element of the process is overly dependent on other’s sentiment and 
determination which will undoubtedly add further bias and subjectivity into this study. This process is 
however crucial to the final product of this research project and there is not another efficient way to 
accomplish this goal.  
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Classification and Evaluation of Ordinances 
 
This first component of the lengthy results section is an overall accounting and presentation of the 
performance and classification of each of the 10 ordinances of the municipalities in this study along with 
the actual performance of each ordinance on the many performance indicators. The purpose of this task is 
to demonstrate the relative strength and sophistication of individual ordinances within the region in 
regards to residential cluster provisions. The actual detailed evaluations of each ordinance are located in 
Appendix One stating on page 90.  
 
This section has five components as follows: 
 
1.1 – Description of classification system  
 
1.2 – Classification and evaluation scores for each ordinance along with relative rankings are 
accompanied with analysis concerning the placement of each ordinance on the continuum of 
evaluative performance 
 
1.3 – Actual performance of each ordinance on the 12 performance indicators along with the amount 
of allotted evaluation credit 
 
1.4 – Longitudinal comparison and analysis of both Huntersville’s and Davidson’s ordinances 
 
1.5 – Conclusions 
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1.1 - Classification System  
 
 The below five classes were created to facilitate the classification of the 10 ordinances within this 
study. The purpose of this classification is to help reveal more clearly the basic qualities and differences 
between individual ordinances, which will in turn aid in the elucidation of the strength and sophistication 
of cluster provisions within the region. These five classes are configured so that the relative strength and 
sophistication of the ordinance increases as the class number approaches 1. This system is meant to 
compliment the evaluation system as it categorizes more neatly and provides clear distinction between 
ordinances. It is interesting to note that there is a direct relationship between overall evaluation score and 
class number. This is a demonstration that the methodology behind the classification and evaluation 
systems is congruent.  
  
y Class 1 
Ordinances that mandate all or nearly all urban growth within the rural sector be developed as 
cluster subdivisions that preserve at least 33% open space and further mandates all of the following 
elements: 
 
1) Open space configuration 
2) Natural and rural land preservation 
3) Preservation of specific valued natural and rural features 
 
y Class 2 
Ordinances that have provisions permitted by right that allow for cluster developments and have 
both considerable mandates and incentives sector-wide for the preservation of open spaces as well as 
at least one of the following elements: 
 
1) A form of open space configuration 
2) Natural and rural land preservation 
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y Class 3 
Ordinances that have provisions permitted by right that allow for cluster developments, but do not 
have any incentives or mandates of significance for the preservation of open space sector-wide or 
within cluster provisions. There are, however, considerable incentives or mandates for all of the 
following elements: 
 
1) Natural and rural land preservation 
2) Natural and rural land preservation 
3) Preservation of specific valued natural and rural features 
 
y Class 4 
Ordinances that have conditionally permitted provisions that allow for cluster developments and 
have no sector-wide mandates or incentives for open space preservation and configuration. These 
ordinances are characterized by having at least one optional cluster provision within the rural sector 
that generally has a requisite open space minimum. Furthermore, there are incentives and mandates 
for at least one and no more than two of the following elements: 
 
1) Open space configuration 
2) Natural and rural land preservation 
3) Preservation of specific valued natural and rural features 
 
y Class 5 
Weaker ordinances that have conditionally permitted provisions that allow for cluster 
developments, but have no incentives or mandates of significance (sector-wide or within cluster 
provisions) for the following elements: 
 
1) Open space preservation   
2) Open space configuration 
3) Natural and rural land preservation 
4) Preservation of specific valued natural and rural features 
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1.2 - Classification and Evaluation of Ordinances  
 
This table is a summary and ranking of the results from the evaluation of each of the 10 Ordinances.   
The ordinances are divided into five classes depending on their regulatory characteristics and receive a 
comprehensive evaluation score along with analysis as to why each ordinance is situated where it is on 
the continuum of evaluative performance. Once again, the actual detailed evaluations of each ordinance 
are located in Appendix One starting on page 90. 
 
Ordinance 
 
Class 
 
Score 
 
Reasons for Placement along Evaluation Continuum 
Davidson 
(Current) 1 187.5 
Davidson outscores all other ordinances by a wide margin because it mandates that at least 40% open 
space be preserved for all development within the rural sector and affords the largest incentives for 
additional open space. Furthermore, the ordinance requires the highest degree of open space 
configuration (external and internal connectivity, viewshed protection and general proportions) and 
preservation of specific valued natural and rural feature preservation. It also requires a high proportion 
of open space be in the form of natural and rural lands. This ordinance essentially mandates that nearly 
all urban growth within the rural sector be developed as sound cluster subdivisions. 
Huntersville 
(Previous) 
 
2 95.5 
Huntersville’s previous ordinance scores at the high end of the continuum because it mandates that at 
least 15% open space be preserved for all development within the rural sector and affords modest 
incentives for additional open space. There is also a mandate for the protection of rural road viewsheds 
as there is a requisite 100-foot protective buffer between all developments and roads. Finally, the 
ordinance requires that at least 75% of the preserved open space be in the form of natural and rural 
lands and allows clustering by right.  
Huntersville 
(Current) 
 
2 89.5 
This ordinance scores nearer to the top of the continuum even though it has a much lower sector-wide 
mandatory open space preservation minimum of 7.9%. This ordinance excels because of its aggressive 
incentives used to promote additional open space preservation, external connectivity, and dedication of 
public open space to the county. It also has a low, by comparison, permissible density (0.40 du/acre) 
which makes its density bonus system affective and allows clustering by right.  
Cornelius 
(Current) 
 
3 88.0 
Cornelius scores high even though the ordinance has affectively no requisite minimum amount of open 
space or incentives for the preservation of open space.  It scores high because the Farmhouse Cluster 
provision is available by right and requires the protection of viewsheds and specific valued natural and 
rural features.  Furthermore, it requires that a large proportion of open space be in the form of natural 
and rural lands. The ordinance allows the least level of density within a rural sector at 0.20 du/acre.  
Belmont 
(Current) 
 
4 64.5 
This ordinance ranks in the middle of the continuum as it has no requisite minimum amount of sector-
wide open space or such standards within individual cluster provisions and is only conditionally 
permitted. It also lacks any incentives for the preservation of open space and provisions for open space 
configuration. It does excel, however, in a number of ways including its requirement that all preserved 
open space be kept in its natural and rural state, and the authority it grants to the town that enables it to 
determine which particular valued natural features are preserved.  
Mooresville 
(Current) 
 
4 63.0 
Mooresville’s ordinance is situated in the middle of the continuum for inverse reasons as compared to 
Belmont, as it has the second highest requisite minimum open space requirement (23.5%) within 
conditionally permitted cluster provisions (not sector-wide) and does have moderate incentives for 
increased open space. It earns its place in the middle as it lacks any incentives or mandates for open 
space configuration and valued natural and rural feature preservation. Furthermore the ordinance only 
requires that 1/3 of open space be left in its natural or rural state.  
Kannapolis 
(Current) 
 
4 53.5 
The common ordinance pertaining to Kannapolis and Concord scores on the lower margin of the middle 
of the continuum, even though it has a requisite minimum amount of open space preservation of 16.5% 
and 12.5% within its conditionally permitted cluster provision (not within the overall sector) and 
requires external connectivity. They lose prominent position however as they both cap open space 
preservation at 50%, do not have a requisite minimum amount of open space that must be in the form of 
natural and rural lands, and do not prioritize the preservation of valued natural and rural features.  
Concord 4 53.5 Same as Kannapolis above 
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Davidson 
(Previous) 
 
5 29.5 
Davidson’s previous ordinance scores near the bottom of the continuum because it only provides a 
conditionally permitted cluster provision with no open space requirements or incentives. Furthermore 
the open space limit is capped at 50% of total land area and there are no incentives or mandates for open 
space configuration, valued natural and rural features, and the preservation of natural and rural lands. 
This is nearly as rudimentary an ordinance can be in terms of a cluster provision. 
Charlotte 
(Current) 
 
5 21.0 
Charlotte’s scores at the bottom of the continuum of ordinances as it only provides a conditionally 
permitted cluster provision that must preserve only 10% open space. Furthermore, it caps open space 
preservation at 37% of total land area and has an average requirement of only 40% for the preservation 
of natural and rural lands. There are also no provisions for valued natural and rural feature preservation 
or open space configuration. Finally, the ordinance provides no rural sector as permissible densities are 
significantly elevated, which seals its position at the bottom of the continuum. 
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1.3 - Evaluation of each Ordinance on Performance Indicators 
 
This subsection simply provides the actual results in distilled form from the evaluation of the 10 
ordinances. The purpose is to demonstrate clearly and efficiently how each ordinance performed on the 12 
metrics. It is also included as it demonstrates the performance of such ordinances relative to one another 
and provides a lucid snapshot of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg region in terms of cluster provisions and the 
planning elements that support them.  
 
Regulatory Structure 
 
Town Ordinance 
 
 Evaluation  
Score 
Davidson (2) Mandatory Open space ≥ 33% (40%)  24 
Huntersville (1) Mandatory Open space ≥ 15% (15%) 16 
Huntersville (2) Voluntary (7.9%) 4 
Kannapolis Voluntary (6.0%) 4 
Concord Voluntary (6.0%) 4 
Mooresville Voluntary (5.5%) 4 
Davidson (1) Voluntary (3.0%) 4 
Belmont Voluntary (1.7%) 4 
Cornelius Voluntary (0.6%) 4 
Charlotte Voluntary ** 4 
** missing data, but effectively 0% 
 
This performance indicator measures the minimum open space requirement for all development 
within the rural district, not to be confused with the requisite minimum amount of open space that must be 
preserved under individual cluster provisions. The average sector-wide requisite minimum is 9.52% for 
all ordinances within the study. Only 2 ordinances require a level of sector-wide preservation that reaches 
the 15% threshold required to be considered a mandatory cluster ordinance. The remaining ordinances 
require significantly less open space and are thus classified as voluntary. Davidson’s high level of sector-
wide mandate influences the overall average greatly, as without its inclusion the average is reduced by 
40% to an adjusted figure of 5.71%. 
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Percent of Open Space Required  
 
This performance indicator measures the requisite 
minimum amount of open space that must be preserved 
under individual cluster provisions. This is not to be 
confused with the above metric which measures the 
minimum open space requirement for all development 
within the rural district. The average open space 
requirement is 13.53% for all ordinances within the 
study. Davidson’s high level of mandate influences the 
overall average considerably less than the above 
metric, as without its inclusion the average is reduced 
by only 25.8% to an adjusted figure of 10.3%. This holds true in regard to the ordinances of Mooresville, 
Kannapolis and Huntersville (previous), which all have elevated requirements of 15% or greater. It is 
interesting to note that Huntersville’s previous ordinance has a lesser requisite minimum than Mooresville 
and Kannapolis within individual cluster ordinances, but has a significantly greater sector-wide requisite 
minimum. Huntersville, in this case, has the stronger ordinance because its open space preservation 
mandate has much greater applicability within the rural sector. 
 
 
Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
There are 3 classes of incentive bonuses provided by 
ordinances in this study, greatly varying in degree. They 
include extensive provisions such as Davidson’s 16% 
density bonus for each 1% of open space preservation and 
Huntersville’s 9.39% figure. The class of intermediate 
provisions include Mooresville’s 1.10% density bonus for 
each 1% of open space preservation and Huntersville’s 
1.00% figure. The remaining ordinances have no 
provisions that trade density bonuses for open space 
preservation.  
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation  
Score 
Davidson (2) 40.0% 18 
Mooresville 23.2% 12 
Kannapolis 16.5% 9 
Huntersville (1) 15.0% 9 
Concord 12.5% 9 
Charlotte 10.0% 9 
Huntersville (2) 7.8% 3 
Davidson (1) 3.0% 3 
Belmont 1.7% 0 
Cornelius 0.6% 0 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Davidson (2) 16.0 21 
Huntersville (2) 9.39 21 
Mooresville 1.10 9 
Huntersville (1) 1.00 9 
Cornelius 0 0 
Belmont 0 0 
Kannapolis 0 0 
Concord 0 0 
Davidson (1) 0 0 
Charlotte 0 0 
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Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
60% of the ordinances within 
this study have no regulatory 
limit with regards to open space 
preservation. The average limit 
of the remaining 4 Ordinances is 
46.75% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
30% of the ordinances allow cluster 
developments by right although it is 
noteworthy that Davidson’s previous 
ordinance, which is the highest overall 
ranked ordinance, requires a quasi-judicial 
process for each cluster development within 
its rural sector. Furthermore, conventional 
developments under 6 units are permitted by 
right. In this case, Davidson’s ordinance 
incentivizes developments that do not 
promote cluster development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Davidson (2) No Regulatory Limit 8 
Huntersville (2) No Regulatory Limit 8 
Huntersville (1) No Regulatory Limit 8 
Cornelius No Regulatory Limit 8 
Belmont No Regulatory Limit 8 
Mooresville No Regulatory Limit 8 
Kannapolis 50% 6 
Concord 50% 6 
Davidson (1) 50% 6 
Charlotte 37% 2 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation  
Score 
Huntersville (2) 
 
By Right 8 
Huntersville (1) 
 
By Right 8 
Cornelius By Right 8 
Davidson (2) Conditional 0 
Belmont Conditional 0 
Mooresville Conditional 0 
Kannapolis Conditional 0 
Concord Conditional 0 
Davidson (1) Conditional 0 
Charlotte Conditional 0 
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Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance 
 
The vast majority of ordinances perform well 
on this metric as 70% of ordinances allow 
cluster development within the entirety of 
their rural districts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Open Space Configuration 
 
70% of ordinances either 
incentivize or mandate the 
configuration of open 
spaces within cluster 
developments to some 
degree. Davidson’s 
current ordinance is the 
only one; however, that 
has provisions for more 
than one component of 
open space configuration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation  
Score 
Davidson (2) 100% 18 
Huntersville (2) 100% 18 
Huntersville (1) 100% 18 
Cornelius 100% 18 
Mooresville 100% 18 
Kannapolis 100% 18 
Concord 100% 18 
Belmont 60% 15 
Davidson (1) 60% 15 
Charlotte NA 0 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Davidson (2) 1) Viewsheds 
2) External Connectivity 
3) Internal Connectivity 
4) General Proportions 
44 
Huntersville (2) External Connectivity 12 
Kannapolis External Connectivity 12 
Concord External Connectivity 12 
Cornelius Viewsheds 8 
Huntersville (1) Viewsheds 8 
Belmont No Provisions 0 
Mooresville No Provisions 0 
Davidson (1) No Provisions 0 
Charlotte No Provisions 0 
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Natural and Rural Feature Preservation  
 
 
30% of ordinances mandate the 
protection of specific natural and 
rural features within cluster 
developments. Once again, 
Davidson’s current ordinance is 
the only one that mandates more 
than one component of natural and 
rural preservation. 
 
 
 
Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
60% of ordinances have a minimum requisite 
amount of natural and rural open space within 
cluster developments. 40% of ordinances have a 
minimum amount greater than or equal to 75%.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Davidson (2) 1) Wildlife Habitat 
2) Natural / Rural Features 
24 
Cornelius Natural / Rural Features 12 
Belmont Natural / Rural Features 12 
Huntersville (1) No Provision 0 
Huntersville (2) No Provision  0 
Mooresville No Provisions 0 
Kannapolis No Provisions 0 
Concord No Provisions 0 
Davidson (1) No Provisions 0 
Charlotte No Provisions 0 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation  
Score 
Belmont 100% 18 
Davidson (2) X ≥ 75% 18 
Cornelius X ≥ 75% 18 
Huntersville (1) 75% 18 
Charlotte 40% 9 
Mooresville 33% 9 
Kannapolis 0% 0 
Concord 0% 0 
Davidson (1) 0% 0 
Huntersville (2) 0% 0 
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Incentives for the Provision of Public Open Space 
 
Only 20% of ordinances have 
incentives for the provision of 
public open space.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
The average base density permitted by all the 
ordinances is 1.23 DU/acre within the rural 
sector. The average is significantly influenced 
upward due to Huntersville’s and Davidson’s 
previous ordinance which have base 
permissible densities of 2.50 du/acre and 2.0 
du/acre respectively.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Davidson (2) Incentives 8 
Huntersville (2) 
 
Incentives 8 
Huntersville (1) 
 
No Incentives 0 
Cornelius No Incentives 0 
Belmont No Incentives 0 
Mooresville No Incentives 0 
Kannapolis No Incentives 0 
Concord No Incentives 0 
Davidson (1) No Incentives 0 
Charlotte No Incentives 0 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation 
Score 
Cornelius 0.20 6.0 
Huntersville (2) 
 
0.40 4.5 
Davidson (2) 0.63 3.0 
Belmont 1.00 1.5 
Kannapolis 1.33 1.5 
Concord 1.33 1.5 
Mooresville 1.66 0.0 
Davidson (1) 2.00 0.0 
Huntersville (1) 2.50 0.0 
Charlotte No 
District 
0.0 
 48
Results 1  
 
 
Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
The average maximum density permitted by 
all the ordinances is 1.80 DU/acre within the 
rural sector. The ordinances that traded open 
space preservation for density bonuses are 
responsible for the increase in the potential 
permissible density over the base levels. 
Davidson’s previous ordinance and both of 
Huntersville’s ordinances have the largest 
potential increases in density of 3.37 
du/acre, 0.80 du/acre, and 0.70 du/acre 
respectively. By comparison, Mooresville   
has a more modest 0.27 du/acre increase. 
 
Town Ordinance  Evaluation  
Score 
Cornelius 0.20 6.0 
Belmont 1.00 4.5 
Huntersville (2) 
 
1.20 3.0 
Kannapolis 1.33 3.0 
Concord 1.33 3.0 
Mooresville 1.93 3.0 
Davidson (1) 2.00 1.5 
Huntersville (1) 
 
3.20 1.5 
Davidson (2) 4.00 1.5 
Charlotte No 
District 
0.0 
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 1.4 - Longitudinal Comparison of both Huntersville and Davidson Ordinances 
 
 
 
Regulatory  
Structure 
Req. 
Open  
Space 
Density 
Bonus 
Max 
Open 
Space 
Conditional 
or By Right 
Jurisdiction
Coverage 
Open  
Space 
Configuration 
Natural  
Feature  
Preservation  
Natural  
& Rural 
Open  
Space  
Min. 
Public  
Open  
Space  
Base 
Density  
(du/acre) 
Max 
Density 
(du/acre) 
Huntersville 
(previous) Mandatory3 X ≥ 15% X≥15% 1.0 X's 
No 
limit By Right 100% Viewsheds 
No 
Provisions 75% 
No  
Incentives  2.50 3.20 
Huntersville 
(Current) Voluntary X ≥ 8% X≥8% 9.4 X's 
No 
limit By Right 100% 
External  
Connectivity 
No 
Provisions 
No 
Minimum 
 
Incentives  0.40 1.20 
Δ from 
Previous 
 to Current  
(7.0%) (7.0%) 8.4 X’s No Δ No Δ No Δ Δ5 No Δ (75%) Δ Incentives (2.10) (2.00) 
Davidson 
(previous) Voluntary X ≥ 3 % X ≥ 3% 0 X's 50% Conditional 60% None 
No 
Provisions 
No 
Minimum 
No 
Incentives  2.00 2.00 
Davidson 
(Current) Mandatory1 
X ≥ 40% X≥40% 16 X's 
No 
limit Conditional 100% 
All forms of 
Configuration 
1) Natural    
Features 
2)Wildlife    
Habitat X ≥ 75% Incentives  0.63 4.00 
Δ from 
Previous 
 to Current  
37.0 % 37.0 % 16 X’s 50%  No Δ 40% Δ 4 Provisions 
Δ 2 
Provisions ≥75% 
Δ 
(Incentives) (1.37) 2.00 
 
 
Huntersville  
 
There are a few significant differences between Huntersville’s previous ordinance and its current 
ordinance as well as numerous similarities. Taken together, a thorough reality can be gleaned of 
the changes in Huntersville’s regulatory system over the past decade as it relates to cluster 
development. The reality is that both ordinances have much similarity and have mostly balanced 
offsetting individual strengths as evinced above in the table and below in the text. The 
comparisons are grouped into the following categories: 1) Similarities between Ordinances, 
2) Advantages of Current Ordinance, and 3) Advantages of Previous Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
5 The current ordinance has the same number of open space configuration provisions, but its provision of external 
connectivity is different from the previous ordinance. 
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Similarities between Ordinances 
1) Both regulations have no open space regulatory limits. 
2) Allow cluster developments by right. 
3) Provide no provisions for the preservation of specific value natural and rural features.  
4) Allow cluster developments within the entirety of their respective rural sectors. 
5) Both ordinances allow cluster developments by right.  
 
Advantages of Current Ordinance 
1) Huntersville’s current ordinance affords a considerably larger density bonus for each 1% of 
open space provided. The current ordinance affords 8.4% more of a density bonus per 1% 
open space than the previous ordinance. 
2) The current ordinance offers density bonuses for the dedication of greenway segments to 
the public while the previous ordinance affords no incentives. 
3) The base and maximum densities are considerably lower by 2.0 du/acre and 2.1 du/acre 
respectively under the current ordinance. 
 
Advantages of Previous Ordinance 
1) Huntersville’s previous ordinance has a mandatory sector-wide open space requirement 7% 
greater than the current ordinance. 
2) The previous ordinance requires a significant proportion of open space be left in its natural 
and rural state while the current ordinance has no requirement. 
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Davidson 
 
There are numerous significant differences between Davidson’s previous ordinance and its current 
ordinance, but only one similarity. Taken together, a thorough reality can be gleaned of the changes in 
Davidson’s regulatory system over the past 15 years as it relates to cluster development.  The fore 
spoken reality is that Davidson’s current ordinance has vastly increased in strength and sophistication 
over its predecessor as evinced in the above table and text below. 
 
Similarities between Ordinances 
1) Both ordinances conditionally permit cluster developments. 
 
Advantages of Current Ordinance 
1) Davidson’s current ordinance outperforms its previous performance by a wide margin on 
every metric with the exception of max density as the current ordinance is ranked first and 
the previous ordinance last.  
 
Advantages of Previous Ordinance 
  1)   There are no advantages with the exception noted above. 
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1.5 – Conclusions 
 
 Upon review of each ordinance’s performance on the many metrics included in the evaluation, a 
detailed impression is gleaned of the region’s cluster provisions. Although the region was explicitly 
picked in part for its wide range of progressive policies, it is clear that the majority of municipalities have 
rather weak cluster provisions with notable exceptions. More to the point, 6 of 10 of the region’s 
ordinances are classified as only class 4 or 5 ordinances with evaluation scores ranging from 21.0 to 64.5, 
which all afford only conditionally permitted cluster provisions that are voluntary in nature. Furthermore, 
these ordinances have little to no provisions that promote the quality form and function of open spaces, 
just provisions that have requisite amounts of general open space that must be preserved only under 
cluster provisions as opposed to sector-wide.  
 
 Forty percent of the region’s ordinances, however, are classified as CLASS 1 through CLASS 3 
ordinances with evaluation scores ranging from 88 to 178.5, which means they have significant and 
sophisticated provisions for the clustering of development. The continuum of strength and sophistication 
is great however, within these four developments. It ranges from voluntary ordinances permitted by right 
that mandate the form and function of the open spaces to ordinances that mandate all growth be in the 
form of cluster subdivisions that configure their open spaces for maximum quality of form and function. 
 
 Davidson’s current ordinance, as well as both Huntersville’s ordinances, is included in the next phase 
of this study.  This next phase will ascertain and evaluate the development patterns and trends spawned by 
these regulations. These ordinances are included because they have a progressive regulatory framework as 
they have a varying collection of substantial incentives and mandates that promote cluster development 
with quality form and function. Incidentally, they are all CLASS 1 and CLASS 2 ordinances. 
 
 Davidson’s previous ordinance and Mooresville’s current ordnance are also included in the next 
phase of this study. They are included not because of their exemplary cluster provisions, but due to the 
adequate provisions in Mooresville and substandard provisions in Davidson’s case. These ordinances are 
included, as are the above ones, so as to provide a dynamic range of ordinances. This expansive range of 
differing ordinances will allow for there to be a study of what types of development patterns are produced 
by ordinances with varying regulatory strengths and approaches. Incidentally, Mooresville is classified as 
a CLASS 4 ordinance and Davidson as a CLASS 5 ordinance.  
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Results Section 2 
Evaluation and Analysis of Individual Developments and Overall Trends 
 
 This second component of the results section is comprised of an evaluation of the individual 
developments approved under each of the ordinances listed below as well as the overall development 
patterns. There will also be associated analyses of the actual contributions of the municipality’s 
ordinances towards these resulting individual developments and patterns, as noted below: 
 
  1) Previous Huntersville Ordinance 
 2) Current Huntersville Ordinance 
 3) Previous Davidson Ordinance 
 4) Current Davidson Ordinance 
 5) Current Mooresville Ordinance 
 
The purpose of this evaluation is to determine the prevalence and degree of residential clustering 
present within the separate development patterns produced by the above ordinances. More specifically, 
this section will account for and evaluate the relative amount and quality of open spaces provided by 
developments. Other metrics that do not directly relate to open spaces will also be evaluated as they do 
affect the natural and rural form and function of the rural sectors of these municipalities.  
  
This second phase of the results section has 13 individual components which are all configured 
around the evaluation and analysis of open space provided by developments. They are as follows: 
  
1) Evaluation of individual developments and overall development patterns approved under 
Huntersville’s previous ordinance  
2) Analysis of the contribution of Huntersville’s previous ordinance towards development    
 patterns 
3) Evaluation of individual developments and overall development patterns approved under 
Huntersville’s current ordinance.   
4) Analysis of the contribution of Huntersville’s current ordinance towards development patterns. 
5) Longitudinal comparison of development patterns under both Huntersville ordinances. 
6) Evaluation of individual developments and overall development patterns approved under 
Davidson’s previous ordinance.   
7) Analysis of the contribution of Davidson’s previous ordinance towards development patterns. 
8) Evaluation of individual developments and overall development patterns approved under 
Davidson’s current ordinance.   
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9) Analysis of the contribution of Davidson’s current ordinance towards development patterns. 
10) Longitudinal comparison of development patterns under both of Davidson’s ordinances. 
11) Evaluation of individual developments and overall development patterns approved under   
Mooresville’s current ordinance.   
12) Analysis of the contribution of Mooresville’s current ordinance towards development patterns. 
13) Conclusion 
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2.1 - Huntersville Development under Previous Ordinance (11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
 
* These open space figures are elevated above the official qualified open space figures as ascertained from the sketch plans. Base density is 2.5 du/acre 
  
Under Huntersville’s previous ordinance, eight out of 13 subdivisions approved, attained 
the minimum open space threshold required for cluster development and 11 out of 13 
developments preserved at least 25%. This reality is mirrored by the average and weighted 
average for open space provision which are 37% and 34 % respectively. The spread between the 
average requisite and average open space provision is near 20% and points to the potential of an 
effective incentive program.  This will be assessed later within the forthcoming analysis section. 
The vast majority of this open space is kept in its natural or rural state with the average and 
weighted average close to 90% as no development has more than 25% improved open space.  
  
 
 
Site 
Size 
(ac) 
Bonus  
Density 
(du/ac) 
 
Actual  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Percent 
Open  
Space 
Percent 
Percent
% Rural 
Largest
Contig.
Parcel 
2nd Lrgst.
Contig.
Parcel 
Protection 
RuralRd. 
Viewshed 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min. 
Depth 
(ft)  
 
 Street 
Frontage 
(ft) 
Public  
Open 
Space  
Ext. 
Connect. 
 
Aberdeen  19.5 3.18 1.39 43.5% 90.0% 90% 10% YES 175  110  100 0% NA 
Cashion  
Woods  56.8 2.60 1.23 19.5% 86.5% 69% 18% YES 130  120  550 0% NA 
Carrington  
Ridge 196.0 2.55 2.30 41.0% 90.0% 100% 0% YES 225  110  2200 0% YES 
Glenwyk 36.5 3.37 2.22 50.0% 93.0% 93% 7% YES 140  100  600 100% YES 
Douglas  
Park 23.3 3.48 3.48 48.0% 95.0% 95% 5% YES 200  150  1400 0% NA 
Oaks at 
McIlwaine 28.5 3.82 3.80 57.0% 90.0% 83% 9% NO 80  80  600 83% YES 
Stephens  
Ridge 131.2 2.50 2.17 22.5%* 85%* 33%* 23%* YES 100  100  1900 33%* NA 
Villages at  
Gilead Park 72.3 2.90 2.63 38.5%* 90%* 97%* 1%* NO 0  0  2200 0% YES 
Gilead  
Ridge  169.0 2.88 2.67 32.0% 90.0% 78% 16% YES 450  450  900 0% NA 
Riverdale 50.0 2.60 2.20 33.0% 96.0% 92% 5% YES 100  100  400 52% YES 
Stonegate  
Farms  68.0 3.04 2.65 37.2% 85.0% 85% 15% NO 0  0  800 0% YES 
Hagers  
Ferry  17.5 2.87 2.87 29.6%* 100.0% 67% 33% YES 150  80  700 0% YES 
Latta  
Springs  130.0 2.55 1.60 28.0%* 78.0% 35%* 20%* YES 160  150  1200 10%* NO 
Average 76.81 2.9 2.4 36.9% 89.9% 78.2% 12% 77% 146.9 119.2 1,042.3 
21.4
% 87.5% 
Weighted 
Average   2.8 2.3 34.1% 88.6% 78.9% 10%   142.3 111.3   
15.8
%   
Total  
999 
ac     340 ac 301 ac 268 ac 35 ac       
13,550 
ft     
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The vast amount of open space provided within the above subdivisions is configured 
within a single contiguous parcel. In fact, the average and weighted average are both near 80% as 
9 out of 13 developments configured at least 75% of its open space into a single contiguous 
parcel. Stephens Ridge and Latta Springs are the only two developments that are characterized by 
numerous smaller isolated parcels of open space as evinced by the fact the first and second largest 
contiguous open spaces combined only account for just 55% of the open space total in both cases. 
The connectivity between these internal open spaces with adjacent open spaces external to these 
developments occurred in 7 out of 8 relevant developments (88%) within the rural sector.  
  
In terms of rural viewshed protection, 10 of 13 (77%) approved subdivisions provided at 
least a 100-foot buffer of protected open space at the margins of development and adjacent to 
rural roads. The average average width and weighted average average width are 146.9 feet and 
142.3 feet respectively. Furthermore, nearly half (6 of 13) of the developments provided at least 
an average buffer of 150 feet and 63% ( 8 of 13) of the developments configured a buffer of at 
least 125 feet. 
  
A relatively small portion of open space has been deeded to public entities and made 
more accessible. The average and weighted average for the provision of public open space is 
21.4% and 15.8%. Moreover, only 5 of 13 subdivisions (38%) dedicated any portion at all. 
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2.11 - Contribution of Huntersville’s Previous  
          Ordinance towards Development Patterns 
 
 The weighted average for allowable bonus density is 2.80 du/acre which is 12% above 
the 2.5 du/acre weighted average for base density for all development approved under the 
previous ordinance. There is a potential density increase of 50% within the open space district 
which, if fully realized, would result in a gross density of 3.75 du/acre. Only about a quarter of 
this density bonus potential is available because the development preserved 27% qualified open 
space (34.1% total open space under this study’s standards) as opposed to the maximum of 65%. 
 The weighted average of the actual density of all relevant developments is 2.3 du/acre, 
which is 18% less than the density bonus and 7% less than the permissible base density. 
Developers did not utilize any of the density bonus afforded them for the preservation of 12% 
more qualified open space than required.  The reasons for this reality involve housing market 
considerations, including perceived homebuyer preferences for larger houses on larger lots with 
adjacent protected open spaces and secondly the level of permissible imperviousness within the 
open space district. This limitation can reduce the sizes of houses at higher densities6. As just 
eluded, additional open space was provided even though the density was not realized because the 
majority of developers thought that adjacent protected open space would increase premiums 
significantly7. Furthermore, it appears certain that the base density of 2.5 du/acre was 
considerably dense enough for the majority of developers8 as they did not need to preserve open 
space to increase the density thresholds to desired levels. A considerably lower base density 
would have truly incentivized developers to provide more open space than they did as to increase 
the allowable densities to levels that maximized profits. Density bonuses would then be utilized.  
 Regardless of the specific reasons, it is clear that the open space preserved above the 
requisite minimum of 15% is not related to the density bonuses provided under this ordinance. 
This is true for the overall development patterns, but not for all individual subdivisions as there 
are three developments (Douglas Park, Oaks at McIlwaine and Hager’s Ferry) that were afforded 
significant density bonuses for open space preservation and utilized the vast majority of it.   
 
                                                 
6 Per conversation with Huntersville planning staff and conversation with Environmental Design staff and 
Harris Engineering staff  
7 IBID  
8 IBID 
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 The below tables contain several of these developments that provided above the 
minimum open space requirements, but did not utilize the subsequent density bonus or in most 
cases the base density. Average allowable sq. feet of imperviousness per lot figures are provided 
as well as reasons they did not develop to their maximum permissible densities. All these 
subdivisions were developed under the low density option of the watershed protection ordinance 
which allows up to 24% imperviousness without providing storm water management. There is 
however a high density option in which up to 48% imperviousness is permitted, but storm 
water management practices must to be implemented at a cost to the developer and the 
demand for such denser subdivisions was slack. Under the high density option, nearly all 
subdivisions could develop to the maximum density afforded form the preservation of 65% open 
space without reduce dwelling unit sizes to avoid imperviousness limitations.  
 
 
  
                                                 
9 Per conversation with staff from Environmental Design who are the consultants involved in the design of 
the development.  
10 Per conversation with Huntersville planning staff and Harris Engineering staff 
Cashion 
Woods 
Actual 
Density 
Base  
Density 
Max  
Density 
 1.23 2.5 2.6 
Sq. ft  
of Imperviousness  10,300 5,051 4,847 
Imperviousness issues are not a concern as even the largest of houses can be accommodated with  
nearly 5,000 sq. ft of allowable imperviousness if the development realized its full density bonus.  
The desire to create larger lots to satisfy market demand is the reason for this low density as well  
as the reduction of development costs as larger lots that have greater than 120 feet of street frontage 
do not require curb and gutter under the ordinance9.   
 
Aberdeen 
Actual 
Density 
Base  
Density 
Max  
Density 
 1.39 2.5 3.18 
Sq. ft  
of Imperviousness 5,500 3,091 2,400 
Aberdeen did not develop to base or bonus densities due to market conditions as the developer had a 
previous proposal that preserved the same amount of open space, but had an increased density at near 
2.5 du/acre. Furthermore, at maximum density, there would be an average of 2,400 sq. feet of 
allowable imperviousness per lot which is more than enough to accommodate at least medium sized 
houses or a mixture of larger, medium, and smaller houses including townhouses10. 
 
 
Stonegate 
Actual 
Density 
Base 
Density 
Max 
Density 
 2.65 2.5 3.04 
Sq. ft  
of Imperviousness 2,376 2,515 2,066 
Stephens Ridge has a very similar profile as Glenwyk in that there is not much restriction from 
imperviousness restraints at base density, but some at maximum densities. As the both the developer 
and consultants can not be found, it is reasoned that the developers were restrained from utilizing the 
available density b/c they wanted ostensibly a large lot neighborhoods with large houses and open 
space. At 2,066 square feet of imperviousness per lot the housing mix would have to include many 
smaller houses on smaller lots including townhouses. 
Glenwyk 
Actual 
Density 
Base  
Density 
Max  
Density 
 2.22 2.5 3.37 
Sq. ft  
of Imperviousness 3,117 2,775 2,053 
Glenwyk provided significant open space and was afforded a sizable density bonus, but did not even 
develop to its base density. At the base density, Glenwyk could have accommodated medium to large 
houses with an average of 2775 sq. feet of imperviousness per lot. At maximum density, only 
dwelling units with smaller footprints such as smaller houses and townhouses could be 
accommodated. This reality at higher densities would likely restrict the developer from providing the 
large houses that many feel the market demands. 
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 As far as the preservation of natural and rural open spaces is concerned, the development 
approved under Huntersville’s previous ordinance did reserve 88.6% of its open spaces for this 
task. It might appear probable that the 75% minimum requirement was directly responsible for 
this physical reality, but the development approved under the town’s current ordinance preserved 
nearly the same proportion of these lands (88.2%) with no minimum regulatory requirement. It is 
therefore difficult to determine that this ordinance is responsible for these land use trends and as 
noted earlier, natural and rural open spaces are economically a benefit to developers and there 
isn’t necessarily a need for regulation. 
 
 The ordinance has no provisions concerning the configuration of open spaces into 
contiguous parcels even though the average largest contiguous parcel is 79% for all development 
within the rural sector. The majority of development is configured adjacent to floodplains which 
partially explain this reality. The ordinance does however have an explicit provision for the 
protection of rural road viewsheds with a minimum requisite protected buffer width of 100 feet 
between developments and roads. The weighted average for protected buffer widths is 142 feet, 
so it is obvious in this case that the ordinance is directly responsible for the associated 
development realities as other ordinances (Current Mooresville and previous Davidson) had no 
such regulation and had average buffer widths well below 100 feet.  
  
 The development’s performance on the metric of external connectivity is not related to 
the towns ordinance as 5 of 13 developments (39%) configured open spaces along and adjacent to 
county greenways even though there was no related incentive. It appears that lack of provision is 
reason along with market forces that only 16% of the total open space was dedicated as public 
lands.  
 
                                                 
11 Per conversation with Ed Schweitser, lead landscape designer, from Land Design.  
Stephens Ridge 
Actual 
Density 
Base 
Density 
Max 
Density 
 2.17 2.5 2.5 
Sq. ft of  
Imperviousness   2,445 2,123 2,123 
Stonegate Ridge is however more restricted from imperviousness issues because at its base 
permissible density, there is only an average of 2123 sq. feet of imperviousness per lot which 
restricts developments with uniformly large houses or even medium houses. The reason for 
the lower density however is more dependent on market considerations as the developer 
wanted larger houses on larger lots as opposed to smaller attached and detached houses on 
smaller lots11. 
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2.12 - Huntersville Development under Current Ordinance (5/3/04 – Present) 
 
 
Site  
Size 
(ac) 
Base  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Bonus  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req. 
Open 
Space 
Percent 
Open 
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
% Rural 
Largest 
Contig.
Parcel 
2nd Lrgst. 
Contig. 
Parcel 
 
Rural Rd. 
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min 
Depth 
(ft) 
Street
Front 
(ft) 
Public 
Open 
Space  
Ext.  
Connect 
Grier 194.0 
[0.80] 
[0.51] 
[2.00] 
[1.28] 
[1.99] 
[1.27] 25% 40.0% 84.0% 74% 15% NO 75 30 240 50% YES 
Mirabella 139.0 
[0.80] 
[0.63] 
[2.00] 
[1.52] 
[1.88] 
[1.48] 25% 40.0% 95.0% 60% 30% NO 100 60 600 38% YES 
Olmstead 461.6 
[0.41] 
[0.30] 
[1.34] 
[0.95] 
[1.31] 
[0.94] 5% 46.0% 87.0% 35% 20% YES 400 300 1500 5% NA 
Pavilion  75.6 
[0.33] 
[0.28] 
[0.80] 
[0.70] 
[0.37] 
[0.32] 0% 39.5% 95.0% 64% 30% YES 300 300 900 0% NA 
Average 217.55 
[0.59] 
[0.43] 
[1.54] 
[1.11] 
[1.39] 
[1.01] 13.8% 41.4% 90.3% 58.3% 23.8% 50% 218.8 172.5 810 23% 100% 
Weighted  
Average   
[0.53] 
[0.40] 
[1.49] 
[1.09] 
[1.42] 
[1.05] 12.2% 43.1% 88.2% 49.1% 21.2%   292.6 235.6   19%   
Total. 
 870 ac         375 ac 331 ac 184 ac 80 ac       3240  71 ac   
*Adjusted tract acreage= 616 acres 
 
 Under Huntersville’s current ordinance, all four subdivisions approved exceed the 
minimum open space threshold for cluster development and surpass it with an average and 
weighted average of 41.4 % and 43.1% respectively. This level of open space provision far 
exceeds the minimum requisite amount of open space in all four cases. The spread between 
average requisite and average open space provision is near 30% and points to an affective 
incentive program. In terms of natural and rural open space, each of the four developments 
provides above 80% with an average and weighted average near 90%.  
  
 As far as open space contiguousness is concerned, the weighted average for largest and 
2nd largest parcel is depressed to 49.1% and 21.2% respectively because Olmstead has many 
smaller non contiguous parcels of open space and accounts for 53 % of the total land area 
developed within the rural sector under this ordinance. The three other subdivisions have an 
average and weighted average double that of Olmstead near 70% for the relative portion of open 
space configured within a single contiguous parcel. In terms of external connectivity, Grier and 
Mirabelle are the only two developments that had the potential to connect to open space adjacent 
to it. In both cases, a connection was made with a dedication of land to the Mecklenburg 
greenway system.  
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Half of the above four developments protect their respective rural virewsheds, but the 
weighted average for average buffer widths is near 300 feet. This reality is due to Pavillion’s and 
Olmstead’s large contribution of total rural road adjacency (74%) within the rural and transitional 
districts and the fact that their average buffer width is 300 feet and 400 feet respectively.  
  
 Less than a fifth of open space provided by the four developments has been deeded to 
Huntersville, Mecklenburg County, or other public entity. The developments of Grier and 
Mirabella are the only two developments that have dedicated any significant portion of open 
space and these are diminutive in comparison to Olmstead and the Pavilion when land area is 
considered.    
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2.13 - Contribution of Huntersville’s Current  
Ordinance towards Development Patterns 
 
 The weighted average for bonus density at 1.09 du/acre is 272% above the weighted 
average for base density of 0.40 du/acre for all development approved within the rural sector 
under the current ordinance. There is a potential density increase of 364% within the rural district 
and 150% in the transitional district. The combined density bonus potential is 280% because 58% 
of the total development’s acreage is within the rural district. Nearly the full density bonus 
potential is available because the maximum density bonus is reserved for developments that 
preserve 45% within the rural district and 40% within the transitional district. The four 
developments cumulatively preserve 43.1% open space, which is on the cusp of the upper 
threshold required for the maximum density bonus.  
  
 The weighted average of the actual density of the developments is 1.05 du/acre, which is 
just under 4% less than the potential density bonus. Nearly the entire density bonus potential has 
been granted due to extensive open space preservation and nearly all of that has been realized by 
the four developments because the base density within the rural sector is very low when 
considering the high costs associated with land due to the brisk growth trends in Huntersville12.  
Moreover, the resulting bonus densities are low enough as not to be affected by the 
imperviousness limits as the rural sector in within the watershed protection overlay. In summary, 
the high level of open space preservation by the developments under this ordinance is due to the 
combination of low permissible densities and an aggressive density bonus program designed to 
preserve open space13.  
  
  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
12 The permissible density is 0.33 due/acre within the rural district and 0.80 du/acre in the transitional district. These 
densities are even lower in reality because of the use of the adjusted tract acreage  (ATA) process which differs from 
the gross lot yield process because it does not count the majority of primary conservation lands or land dedicated to 
roads when determining the acreage in which density is attributable to.  
13 Per personal analysis and conversations with Huntersville Planning staff who had 1st hand knowledge of Developer’s 
decision process.  
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 Huntersville’s current ordinance has no requisite minimum amount of open space that 
must be left in its natural or rural state, yet all four developments approved preserved a weighted 
average of natural and rural open space over 88%, which is virtually tied with Huntersville’s 
previous ordinance that has a requisite minimum of 75%. The explanation for this is two fold as 
follows14: 
 
1) The improvement of natural and rural land into urban open spaces and other more impervious 
intensively used spaces requires a significant outlay of funds. This further outlay of resources 
obviously reduces the profit margin of developers.  
2) Natural and rural open spaces are valued by home owners, as evinced by the appreciation of 
dwelling units adjacent to these open spaces15.   
  
 The configuration of open spaces into contiguous parcels is crucial to the form and 
function of natural and rural lands, but the current ordinance has no provision that promotes this. 
No other ordinance with one notable exception does. The development under this current 
ordinance is configured into smaller contiguous parcels as compared to the other municipalities in 
this study. There is no satisfactory explanation for this however aside from market forces and a 
relative lack of developments approved under this ordinces as of yet.  
  
 There are no provisions for the preservation of the rural corridors along roads under this 
ordinance. Yet half of the four developments configured a portion of its open spaces into 
significant buffers adjacent to rural roads with a weighted average width of 293 feet (for all 4 
subdivisions). The ordinance in this case has no direct affect on this development reality. Market 
forces are again at play16.  
  
  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
14 Per personal analysis and conversations with Huntersville Planning staff who had 1st hand knowledge of Developer’s 
decision process.  
15  See ”The Economic Value of Open Space: A Review and Synthesis”, (Fausold and Lilieholm) 
16 Per personal analysis and conversations with Huntersville Planning staff who had 1st hand knowledge of Developer’s 
decision process. 
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 The relative lack of public open space provided by developments (19% of total) is a 
direct result of the lack of incentive provided by the current ordinance. As demonstrated later, 
Davidson’s current ordinance has aggressive incentives and thus higher levels of public open 
space. This is contradicted however by the reality that Huntersville’s previous ordinance 
produced developments that had even less open space than the current ordinance even though it 
had incentives albeit considerably weaker than Davidson’s. The dedication of open space to a 
public entity within a private development is a way of reducing home owners fees associated with 
the expenses related to the maintenance of such lands. This benefit is countered significantly by 
the reality that many homeowners are most comfortable with the “amenity areas” within their 
neighborhood being controlled by a private HOA. Furthermore, local governments and counties 
are only interested in accepting the dedication of particular lands that serve specific purposes such 
as stretches of riparian lands that could serve to link a greenway system. This reality can 
significantly reduce the amount of open space dedicated to and accepted by public entities. 
Following from this, a local government would most likely need to be willing to accept 
significant open space dedications and provide incentives in order for a significant proportion of 
open space to be deeded to it, which this ordinance does not do17.  
  
 The development’s performance on the metric of external connectivity is also related to 
the towns ordinance as 2 0f 2 subdivisions configured open spaces along and adjacent to county 
greenways and dedicated them as public open space. As mentioned earlier, density bonuses were 
afforded to developments that preserved open spaces, constructed greenways and dedicated them 
to the county. It appears as if this provision is the only reason that nearly 16 of the total open 
space was dedicated as public lands as the only public open space came from these greenway 
dedications.  
 
                                                 
17 Per conversation with Huntersville planning staff. 
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2.14 - Longitudinal Comparison of Development  
 Trends under both Huntersville ordinances 
 
Change of Statistics from previous Ordinance to Current Ordinance  
 
 
Site  
Size 
(ac) 
 
Base  
Density 
(du/acre) 
Bonus  
Density 
(du/acre) 
 
Actual  
Density 
(du/acre) 
 
Req. 
Open  
Space 
Percent 
Open 
Space 
Percent 
Natural
 &Rural 
 
Largest 
Contig..
Parcel 
2nd Lrgst
Contig.. 
Parcel 
 
Rural Rd.  
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min. 
Depth  
(ft) 
 
 Street 
Front 
(ft) 
 Open 
Space 
Public 
External 
Connect 
Average 140.7 (2.07) (1.79) (1.39) (1.2)% 4.5% 0.4% (19.9)% 11.8% (27)% 71.9 53.3 (232) 1.6% 12.5 
Weighted 
Average   (2.10) (1.71) (1.25) (2.8)% 9.0% (0.4)% (29.8)% 11.2%   150.3 124.3   3.2%   
Total  (129)        35 ac 30 ac (84) ac 45 ac       (10.3K)     
 
There are a number of significant differences between the development patterns approved 
under Huntersville’s previous ordinance and the current ordinance, as well a number of 
similarities.  Taken together a thorough comparison can be made concerning the development 
patterns’ affect on the natural and rural lands of Huntersville. The comparisons are grouped into 
the categories of 1) Similarities between Ordinances, 2) Advantages of Current Ordinance, and 3) 
Advantages of Previous Ordinance. 
 
Similarities between Development Patterns 
1) The minimum open space requirements for all development under both ordinances are 
relatively close. The current ordinance required near 3% less (12.2%) as a weighted 
average and just over 1% less (13.8%) as an average than the previous ordinance.  
2)  The relative amount of open space left in its natural and rural state is similar for both 
development patterns. The average and weighted average is virtually equal for both 
patterns at near 90% and 88% respectively.  
3) Both development patterns dedicated a similar percentage of total open space to a public 
entity. The development patterns under the current ordinance have an average and 
weighted average that are 1.6% and 3.2 % greater than under the previous ordinance.  
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Advantages of Development Patterns under Current Ordinance  
1) The percent of open space preserved under the current ordinance is significantly greater.  
The average and weighted average under the current ordinance is elevated by 4.5% at 
(41.4%) and 9.0 % at (43.1%). The reality is furthered by the fact that all 4 developments 
under the current ordinance preserved enough open space to be considered cluster 
subdivisions while 62% did so under the previous ordinance.  
2) The average and weighted average of the width of protected buffers adjacent to 
development is 72 feet greater at near 220 feet and 150 feet greater at near 300 feet under 
the current ordinance.  
3) The actual gross development intensity approved under the current ordinance is 
considerably lower thus limiting the burden associated with urbanization. The average 
and weighted averages are (1.39 du/acre) less at 1.01 du/acre and (1.25 du/acre) less at 
1.05 du/acre.  
 
Advantages of Development Patterns under Previous Ordinance 
1) The developments under the previous ordinance preserve a smaller portion of open space, 
but it is configured into significantly larger contiguous parcels than the developments 
under the current ordinance as evinced by the following statistics. The average and 
weighted average for open space configured into a single (largest) parcel is higher by 
19.9% at 78.2% and 29.8% at 78.8% than under the current ordinance. The weighted 
average being considerably higher than the average in this case further emphasizes this 
advantage. 
2) 77% of the developments approved under the previous ordinance protected the character 
of their respective rural road corridors, which is 22% more than the development under 
the current ordinance. 
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2.2 - Davidson Development under Previous Ordinance (1992 -2001)  
 
 
Site  
Size  
(ac) 
Base  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req. 
Open  
Space 
Percent
Open 
Space 
Percent 
Natural
&Rural 
Largst
Contig. 
Parcel 
  
Rural Road 
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min. 
Depth  
(ft) 
 
 Street 
Frontage
(ft) 
Public 
Open 
Space  
External 
Connect 
River Run  
(Phase 1-4) 927 2.00 2.00 25% 27.0% 23.5% 90.0% NO 100 50 3500 0% NA 
River Run  
(Phase 5) 130 1.00 0.91 25% 24.0% 88.0% 90.0% NA NA NA NA 90% YES 
Runneymeade 68 1.00 0.90 10% 20.0% 100.0% 80.0% NO 50 50 2000 0% NA 
Average 375.1 1.33 1.27 20.0% 23.7% 70.5% 86.7% 0% 75.0 50.0   30.0% 100% 
Weighted 
Average  1.69 1.67 24.1% 26.2% 33.9% 89.5%   81.8 50.0   9.5%   
Total 1,125     271 ac 295 ac 99 ac 264 ac       5,500     
 
Under this previous ordinance, River Run phases 1 through 5 (two separate 
developments) accounts for 94 % of the total land area developed and 97 % of units within the 
rural district. These two subdivisions were developed under the planed unit development PUD 
conditional use, while the third was developed under a conventional rural zoning district.  
No single development approved under this ordinance reaches the requisite open space 
threshold for cluster development, but all three developments preserved open space ranging from 
20 to 27 percent. Furthermore, both PUD’s preserved only the minimum requisite amount of open 
space. As with most golf course communities, River Run (Phases 1-4) achieves a low level of 
public open space, high level of internal connectivity, and low percentage of natural and rural 
open spaces. Due to the relatively significant size of this development, this reality heavily 
influences the overall weighted average for these metrics.  
The fifth phase of Rivers Run is the only development that configured its open spaces to 
connect to open spaces adjacent to itself. It was also the only one geographically situated and able 
to connect its open space.  
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2.21 ─ Contribution of Davidson’s Previous  
 Ordinance towards Development Patterns 
  
 The planned unit development (PUD) conditional use is the only zoning mechanism that 
has a significant open space requirement (25%). It is also the only zoning mechanism under 
Davidson’s previous ordinance that affords the added flexibility required for golf course 
communities. As mentioned earlier, River Run is a large golf course community which accounts 
for 94% of all development within the rural sector in terms of land area. This development 
preserved 26 % open space and accounts for 97% of the total open space provided under the 
previous ordinance. So it follows that Davidson’s PUD is directly responsible for the vast 
majority of development patterns and open space preservation in particular. Outside of this 
conditional use there are a couple of standard zoning districts with less flexibility and 
significantly less open space requirements such as the rural district in which Runneymeade was 
developed under. It is quite likely that many more of these conventional subdivisions were not 
developed because River Run, with its near 2000 dwelling units, supplied nearly all of the 
housing demand outside of the town core. Therefore, market realities have driven these land use 
patterns considerably more than the ordinance itself which is ranked as the second weakest 
among all 10 ordinances.  
  
 The ordinance in question has no minimum percent of natural and rural open space that 
must be protected and River Run being a golf course community has a considerable amount of 
improved open spaces in the form of fairways. This significantly reduces the relative proportion 
of these more natural lands as evinced by the 34% weighted average under the previous 
ordinance.  
 
 On the contrary, the weighted average for largest single open space parcel is only second 
to the development approved under the more stringent current Davidson Ordinance. This again is 
not due to any prioritization or promotion by the ordinance. It is simply characteristic of golf 
course communities that string their individual fairways into contiguous ribbons of land.  
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Another common land use phenomenon common with golf course communities is the dearth of 
public open spaces. In the case of River Run, only 10% of the preserved open space has been 
made public. So in this case, the lack of provisions with the relevant municipal codes and the 
market realities of golf courses account for Davidson’s low proportion of public open spaces.  
  
 All considering, the development approved under this ordinance is significantly better 
than any one would anticipate after looking at the underlying land use code. This is so because 
there is only one conditional use that requires any significant amount of open space and the 
remainder of the ordinance’s provisions promotes low to medium density development with little 
open space. Moreover, there were not enough individual developments approved under this 
ordinance to determine how it truly performed. Again, the level of success of this ordinance at 
promoting developments that preserve open space is due almost entirely to entirely to 5 phases of 
one golf course community.  
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2.22- Cluster Development in Davidson under Current Ordinance (2001 - Present) 
 
* Figure only accounts for 6 of 7 developments  ** Missing Information  - All developments had a base density of 2.0 du/acre except Abersham which 
had a density of 0.20 du/acre.- The overall average allowable density was 1.74 du/acre and the weighted average was 1.39 du/acre. 
  
 Under Davidson’s current ordinance, there have been 14 subdivisions in total developed 
over the past five years. Of those, seven were developed under one of the four residential cluster 
options. Of those 7 developments, all more than met the open space threshold of 33% needed to 
qualify as cluster subdivisions with an average and weighted average near 45%. All seven of 
these cluster developments configured their respective open spaces into significant contiguous 
parcels of greater than 70% (of total open space), with an average and weighted average of 84% 
and 88% respectively. Both averages for the provision of natural and rural open space stand even 
higher at 92%. 
 In terms of external connectivity, the three developments with the geographic ability to 
connect to open space adjacent to them, all linked their internal open spaces to these adjacent 
preserved lands. Furthermore, five of the six developments adjacent to rural roads preserved 
buffers that effectively protected rural road viewsheds. The average and weighted average of 
buffer widths are near 200 feet. Three of five of these developments have buffers with an average 
width of 150 feet or greater. As a further note, nearly three fifths of the cluster development’s 
rural street frontage is located with Abersham, which has 3000 feet of frontage with an average 
buffer distance of 250 feet. 
  
Dev. 
Type 
Site  
Size 
(AC) 
 
Bonus  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req. 
Open  
Space 
Percent  
Open 
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
&Rural 
Largst.
Contig. 
Parcel 
2nd 
Largst 
Contig.
Parcel  
 Rural Rd.
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min 
Depth  
(ft) 
Street 
Front 
(ft) 
Open 
Space 
Public 
External 
Connect 
Abersham  
Rural  
Sub. 232.0 0.25 0.25 45% 45.0% 90.0% 85.0% 4.0% YES 250 120 3000 50% YES 
Park Place   TNDO 10.1 3.35 2.17 50% 50.0% 93.0% 71.0% 21.0% YES 100 100 600 100% YES 
Woodlands  
@ 
Davidson  
Res. 
Sub. 62.0 2.00 0.93 40% 39.0% 95.0% 75.0% 20.0% YES 120 80 400 100% NA 
Bedford 
Woods 
Res. 
Sub.  65.7 2.35 1.3 39% 44.0% 95.0% 93.0% 3.0% NA NA NA NA 32% NA 
Bradford  
Park  
Res. 
 Sub.  68.5 2.55 2.8 39% 39.4% 80.0% 75.0% 25.0% YES 375 300 300 56% NA 
Bradford 
Res. 
 Sub. 49.7 ** 2.81 40% 40.0% 92.0% 92.0% 3.0% NO 25 20 700 92% NA 
Summers 
Walk TNDO 196.0 3.61 2.9 50% 54.0% 97.0% 97.0% 1.0% YES 150 150 400 97% YES 
Average   97.7 2.35* 1.88 44.% 44.5% 91.7% 84.0% 11.0% 83.3% 199.0 150.0   75.3% 100% 
Weighted 
Average     1.97* 1.65 45.% 46.1% 92.5% 88.4% 6.1%   194.0 114.1   67.2%   
Total    684 ac       315 ac 292 ac 279 ac         5,400      
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Conventional Development in Davidson under Current Ordinance (2001 –Present) 
 
* These weighted averages are used instead of simple averages because they more accurately convey the reality of the development patterns.  
 
 
 Gleaning the overall performance of the current ordinance at promoting quality cluster 
development requires the aggregation of both disparate sets of development (cluster and 
conventional). The resulting conclusions vary depending on whether the averages or weighted 
averages are relied upon and whether the conventional developments are included in the 
calculations. Choosing the correct combinations of these statistics will result in an accurate 
assessment. Half of the 14 subdivisions approved under this current ordinance qualify as cluster 
developments, but this statistic is misleading because as mentioned previously, the other 50% of 
subdivisions (conventional) account for only 13.5% of total land area developed.  
 
  
Site  
Size 
(AC) 
Base  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req.  
Open  
Space  
 
Percent  
Open  
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
& Rural  
Largst. 
Contig. 
Parcel 
2ndLargst 
Contig.  
Parcel  
 
Rural Road 
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min 
Depth  
(ft) 
 
 Street
Front 
(ft) 
Public 
Open 
Space  
External 
Connect 
Bajza  12.1 0.50 0.49 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 550 0% NA 
Combray 15.0 0.50 0.40 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 750 0% NA 
Scout  
Properties  15.0 0.50 0.40 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 1200 0% NA 
Davidson  
Farms  13.0 0.50 0.47 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NA NA NA NA 0% NO 
Wahl  28.0 0.50 0.21 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 1200 0% NA 
Royal  
Oaks  9.8 0.50 0.51 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 350 0% NA 
Homestead 14.2 0.50 0.42 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% NO 0 0 300 0% NA 
Average 15.3 0.50 0.41 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0   0% 0% 
Weighted 
Average   0.50 0.39 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0 0   0%   
Total  107       0 ac 0 ac 0 ac         4,350    
 
 
One-half of Davidson’s development under the current ordinance was approved under the only conventional option 
within the rural sector called the low impact subdivision. These seven large lot subdivisions preserved no open space 
of any kind. While these conventional subdivisions are equal in number to the cluster subdivision above, they only 
account for 13.5% of the total land area developed within the rural sector due to their small dimensions.  
 
 
 
Site  
Size 
(AC) 
Base  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req. 
Open  
Space  
Percent 
 Open  
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
& Rural 
Largst  
Contig 
Parcel  
2ndLargst 
Contig  
Parcel 
 
Rural Road 
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min 
Depth  
(ft) 
 
 Street
Front 
(ft) 
Public 
Open 
Space   
External 
Connect 
Overall 
Average 56.5 1.12 1.15 23.6% 22.2% 91.7%(1) 84%(1) 7.4%(1) 41.7% 99.5 75.0   75.3(1) 75% 
Weighted 
Average   1.27* 1.48* 41.7* 39.8%* 92.5% 88.4% 4.0%   110.2 83.1   67.2%   
Grand Total  791        315 ac 292 ac 285 ac         9,750 212 ac   
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This reality makes it necessary to rely on the weighted averages instead of the simple averages of 
the metrics of Required Open Space at 41.7% and Percent Open Space at 39.8%.  
The averages of these metrics weight the smaller by comparison conventional developments too 
heavily and distort the reality of the development patterns. The weighted averages for base and 
actual density are also relied upon due to increased accuracy as well. 
 
 (1)The averages of the following metrics were calculated by stripping out the 7 
developments that preserved no open space. This yields more accurate figures because these 
metrics are irreverent to developments that preserve no open space. This decision significantly 
changes the average performance of all the developments on the following metrics, but does not 
affect the weighted averages. 
  
1) Average amount of open space left in its natural or rural state at 91.7% vs. 45.9%  
  with these 7 developments included. 
2) Largest contiguous open space at 84% vs. 40.8% with these 7 developments 
 included. 
3) Second largest contiguous open spaces at 7.4% vs. 3.7% with these 7 developments 
 included. 
4) Percent Public Open Space at 73.3% vs. 37.6% with these 7 developments included. 
 
 The metric that the 7 smaller conventional developments (with no open space) do 
legitimately affect to a significant degree (in terms of both average and weighted average) is that 
of the protection of the rural road viewshed and its associated protected buffers. This is contrary 
to the reality of the other metrics that are marginally affected. As just mentioned, these 
conventional developments account for only 13.5% of the developments within the rural district, 
but they disproportionably account for 45% of the rural road frontage. This reality retards the 
success of the cluster ordinance at preserving the rural viewshed. The average and weighted 
average mitigating buffer between road and development is reduced from near 200 feet to a range 
of 100 to 110. The percent of developments that protect this viewshed is brought down from 83 % 
to just over 40%. 
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2.23 - Contribution of Davidson’s Current  
          Ordinances towards Development Patterns 
 
 Davidson’s high level of overall open space preservation is directly related to its current 
ordinance which has a base requirement of 50% for all developments over 6 units. The overall 
weighted average is considerably lower at 41.6% though, for a few reasons listed below. 
 
1) Each cluster development dedicated a portion of its open space to Davidson and 
Mecklenburg County and thus under the ordinance had the option of a density bonus 
and or reduction in the amount of requisite open space. 5 out of the 7 developments 
used at least a portion of this incentive to reduce their open space requirements and a 
further 4 provided parkway streets18, which reduced the requirement further19.  
 
2) Market realities also played a role as the preservation of 50% or more is considerably 
more than most developers are willing to preserve as it reduces lot sizes 
significantly20. 
 
3) Half of the developments approved under this current ordinance, which account for 
13% of total land developed, provided no open space as there is there is lacking an 
open space requirement because these subdivisions contain 6 units or less.  
 
 The other portion of the incentive provided for open space dedication was utilized as a 
bonus to increase the permissible density in 4 of 7 cluster subdivisions. This is coupled with an 
increased density bonus afforded to 2 of 7 cluster developments that preserved open space above 
the minimum requirement. Ascertaining the bonus permissible densities was possible for all but 
one of these developments. It is evident however, that a solid potion of the density bonus was 
realized, as evinced by the fact that the actual weighted average for all 7 cluster developments is 
1.65 du/acre midway between the base permissible density of 1.39 du/acre and the bonus 
permissible density of 1.97 du/acre. This reality is demonstrated by the following observations. 
                                                 
18 Parkway streets are streets that have lots only on one side with protected open space on the other as opposed to 
houses on both sides backing onto open space parcels.  
19 There is a reduction in open space requirements of 1% for each 10% of open space dedication and a density bonus 
of 0.1 du/acre for each 10% dedication 
20 Per conversation with Huntersville Planning Staff and Chad Hall and Craig Lewis from the Lawrence Group (lands 
design consultants for many of Davidson’s developments) 
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The following developments realized at least a significant portion of the density bonus. 
 
 1) Summers Walk had an increased permissible bonus density of 3.61 du/acre (up 
 from 2.00 du/acre) and developed at a density of 2.9 du/acre. 
 2) Bradford Park had an increased permissible bonus density of 2.55 du/acre (up from 
 2.00 du/acre) and developed above this limit at 2.8 du/acre. 
3) Abersham had an increased permissible bonus density of 0.25 du/ac (up from 0.20 
du/acre) and developed at 0.25 du/acre. 
 
The following developments realized none or only a small potion of the allowable density bonus. 
  
 1) Park Place had a bonus permissible density of 3.35 du/acre (up from 2.00 du/acre) 
and developed at a density of 2.17 du/acre.  
 2)  Bedford Woods had a bonus permissible density of 2.35 du/acre (up from 2.00 
du/acre) and developed at a density of 1.30 du/acre. 
 3)  Woodlands at Davidson had no bonus permissible density bonus and it developed 
at 0.93 du/acre well below the base density of 2 du/acre.   
 
 The rural sector of Davidson is not within a watershed protection district, so there are no 
regulatory reasons why some of the developments did not develop at or near to the maximum 
permissible densities as there were no imperviousness limitations.  It is the case however that 
some developers thought they could maximize their economic returns with less dense, larger lot 
neighborhoods as evinced by the Wooodlands at Davidson, Bedford Woods and Park Place21, 
which utilized only a small portion of the density granted by right. Davidson’s developers in 
general, did utilize however considerably more of the base density and bonus permitted densities 
as compared to Huntersville’s previous ordinance. This is most likely because the average and 
weighted average base density for the 7 cluster developments is 1.74 and 1.39 du/acre 
respectively, as opposed to 2.5 du/acre.  
 
 
 
                                                 
21 Per conversation with Huntersville Planning Staff and Chad Hall and Craig Lewis from the Lawrence 
Group  
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These lower densities are closer to what developers feel the market demands most22, so they in 
general, utilized the allowable density rights and traded some amenities the town desired, such as 
public open space and additional open space for more density in 6 of 7 developments and utilized 
a portion of them in 5 of 6. As mentioned previously, much open space requirements were 
reduced as incentive for public open space dedication instead of density bonuses as incentive, 
which is a direct result of the considerable open space requirements within the rural district.  
 
 The above aggressive incentives provided for the dedication of land to Davidson and 
Mecklenburg County is directly responsible for the significant proportion of public open space as 
a percentage of total open space (67.2%) provided under this current ordinance. No other 
ordinance within this study provides close to this level of public open space. 
 
 Davidson’s developments also have characteristically high percentages of natural and 
rural open space (92.5% weighted average) configured into large single contiguous parcels 
(88.4% weighted average). This reality is again directly associated with Davidson’s ordinance in 
that the town determines the quality, location, and configuration of open spaces and follows a 
strict list of guidelines and recommendation in this process. This process is also directly 
responsible for the elevated level of external connectivity of the internal open space within all 
relevant cluster developments to adjacent protected open spaces.23 
  
 An aspect of Davidson’s development patterns that is not nearly on par with the above 
successes is that of adjacent rural road corridor protection. This is the case, as just mentioned, 
because the ordinance requires no open space from all developments with 6 or fewer units. This 
loophole is directly responsible for 6 conventional developments that did not provide any buffer 
of protected open space along 5,500 feet of roads or 45% of the total amount of development 
street frontage approved under this current ordinance.  
  
                                                 
22 Per conversation with Huntersville Planning Staff and Chad Hall and Craig Lewis from the Lawrence 
Group 
23 Per conversation with Davidson planning staff  
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2.24- Longitudinal Comparison of Development  
         Patterns under both Davidson Ordinances 
 
 
Change of Statistics from Previous Ordinance to Current Ordinance  
 
 There are many significant differences between the development patterns produced by 
Davidson’s previous ordinance and the current ordinance, but few similarities.  Taken together a 
thorough comparison can be made concerning the development patterns’ affect on the natural and 
rural lands of Davidson. The comparisons are grouped into the categories of 1) Similarities 
between Development Patterns, 2) Advantages of Development patterns under Current Ordinance 
and 3) Advantages of Development patterns under Previous Ordinance. 
 
Similarities between Ordinances  
1) The developments approved under both ordinances configured its open spaces into 
contiguous open spaces of similar proportion. The average and weighted average of the 
largest contiguous parcel are only 1% greater at 87.6% and 90.5% respectively for the 
developments approved under the current ordinance.  
 
Advantages of Development Patterns under Current Ordinance  
1) The percent of open space preserved by developments approved under the current 
ordinance is significantly greater as compared to the previous ordinance as evinced by a 
weighted average that is 13.6% greater at 39.6%. The simple averages are much nearer 
each other, but the weighted average is statistically more important in this case do to 
increased accuracy. The reality is furthered by the fact that half of the 14 developments 
under the current ordinance preserved enough open space to be considered cluster 
subdivisions while none did so under the previous ordinance.  
 
  
Site  
Size 
(AC) 
Base  
Density 
(du/ac) 
Actual 
Density 
(du/ac) 
Req. 
Open  
Space  
Percent 
 Open  
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
& Rural 
Largst 
Contig. 
Parcel 
 
Rural Road 
Viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth  
(ft) 
Min 
Depth  
(ft) 
 
 Street
Front 
(ft) 
Public 
Open  
Space   
External 
Connect 
Overall  
Average (319) (0.21) (0.12) 3.6% (1.5)% 21.2%  0.9%  41.7% 24.5 25.0   43.3%  (25)% 
Weighted  
Average   (0.42) (0.19) 17.6% 13.6% 58.6% 1.0%   28.4 33.1   57.7%   
Total  (334)       20 ac 193 ac 21 ac       4250  184 ac   
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2) The relative proportion of open space left in its natural or rural state is significantly 
greater within the developments approved under the current ordinance. The average is 
21.2% higher at 91.7% and the weighted average is 58.6% greater at 92.5%. Again, the 
significantly larger weighted average emphasizes the advantage had by the current 
development patterns most accurately. It must be noted again, that the level of natural and 
rural open space preservation would likely be much greater under the previous ordinance 
had the development patterns not been dominated by an expansive private golf course 
community.  
3)  The percentage of developments that preserved the natural and rural character of 
adjacent roads is 44% greater under the current ordinance due to the reality that both 
relevant developments under the previous ordinance did not provide this preservation. 
This statistic appears inapplicable at first because there are only two developments under 
the previous ordinance that were adjacent to a rural road as compared to 12 under the 
current ordinance. However, the amount of the developments’ actual rural road frontage 
is considerably more comparable at 5550 ft (previous ordinance) and 9750 ft (previous 
ordinance).  
4) Following from the above comparison, the developments approved under the current 
ordinance provide on average and weighted average 24.5 feet and 28.4 feet more of an 
adjacent buffer than the previous ordinance. This difference could have been far greater 
had the current ordinance not had the before mentioned open space loophole for small 
subdivisions.  
5)  The current developments take further advantage as they provide a considerably larger 
amount of public open space. They provide an average and weighted average of 43.3% 
and 57.7% more public open space than do the developments associated with the 
previous ordinance.  
 
Advantages of Development Patterns under Previous Ordinance 
 The development trends under the previous ordinance have no advantages over the 
development trends under the current ordinance. This is the case even though under the previous 
ordinance, 100% of relevant developments had external open space connectivity as compared to 
75% for all 4 relevant developments under the current ordinance. This reality is not counted in 
favor of the previous development trends because only one development under the previous 
ordinance is factored into the statistic. This is clearly not enough of a sample for comparison.  
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2.3 - Mooresville Developments under Current Ordinance (1995 – Present) 
 
 Zoning 
Site  
Size 
Actual 
Density 
(du/acre) 
Req. 
Open 
Space 
Percent
Open  
Space 
Percent 
Natural 
 & Rural 
Largest  
Contiguous 
Parcel (%) 
 
Rural Road  
viewshed 
Protection 
Avg. 
Depth 
(ft) 
Min.
Depth 
(ft) 
Public 
Open  
Space  
SunRidge PRC 20.0 4.85 ** 50.0% 75.0% 75.0% NO 50 50 0% 
Villages on Park R-8 19.4 2.47 ** 37.3% 90.0% 37.3% NA NA NA 0% 
Foxfield R-8 CU 60.0 3.05 ** 30.0% 83.3% 85.0% NO 100 0 95% 
Harris Village R-8 PRC 92.0 2.25 25.00% 27.2% 73.1% 28.5% NO 75 50 29% 
Brookhaven H-B-PRC 15.9 7.99 25.00% 25.2% 74.8% 70.0% NO 50 50 75% 
Cherry Grove R-15 PRC 208.5 1.72 25.00% 25.0% 92.4% 85.0% NO 50 50 90% 
Water Oak GB-PRC 25.0 8.00 25.00% 24.0% 90.0% 78.0% NA NA NA 0% 
Chester Oaks R-8 CUD 13.0 2.47 ** 19.8% 0.0% 100.0% NO 0 0 0% 
Cypress Landing R8-PRC 3.6 7.84 25.00% 17.6% 0.0% 93.7% NA NA NA 0% 
Lochmere  Cluster 22.8 2.64 ** 15.4% 62.4% 40.0% NO 0 0 40% 
Tall Oaks PRC 105.0 2.78 10.00% 15.0% 75.0% 90.0% NO 0 0 75% 
Curtis Pond  
(Phase 1-4) R-6/R-8  288.3 3.14 ** 10.0% 85.0% 18.0% NO 20 0 0% 
Greencroft ** 46.4 2.76 ** 9.4% 65.0% 47.9% NO 50 50 0% 
Fernbrook R-A 45.0 1.80 ** 6.3% 0.0% 34.4% NA NA NA 0% 
Kistler Mill R-8 MD 38.2 4.06 ** 6.1% 100.0% 50.0% NO 60 50 0% 
Linwood Farms R-8  118.0 2.86 ** 5.9% 95.0% 44.0% NO 50 50 0% 
Gabriel Estates R-8 CU 43.3 2.61 ** 4.0% 100.0% 100.0% YES 200 0 0% 
Eddy Place CU R6 10.2 2.98 ** 2.9% 0.0% 100.0% NO 0 0 0% 
Muirefield  R-15    132.0 1.07 ** 2.8% 84.0% 70.0% NO 0 0 84% 
Morrison Cove R-15 100.0 1.26 ** 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NA NA NA 0% 
Thayler Place R-6 5.2 2.88 ** 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NO 0 0 0% 
Churchill Estates R-20 25.2 1.39 ** 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NO 0 0 0% 
Cascade Estates R-6 1.8 4.49 ** 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NA NA NA 0% 
Woodlands R8 CU  93.0 2.09 ** 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NO 0 0 0% 
Average   63.8 3.31 ** 13.9% 65.6%(1) 65.5%(2) 5.6% 39.17 19.44 25.68%(3) 
Weighted 
Average     2.55 ** 12.8% 77.5% 61.4%       46.37% 
Total   1531.64     196.5 159.1 120.3       90.6 
 79
Results 2 
  
 
 Under Mooresville’s current ordinance since 1995 there have been 28 subdivisions 
approved within its rural sector. This research will only analyze 24 of these, because sketch plans 
and other valuable information were not available for the remaining 4. Of the 24 subdivisions 
within the purview of this study, only two meet the open space threshold of 33% needed to 
qualify as cluster subdivisions. There is however seven developments (29%) that preserved at 
least 25% open space. Five out of seven of these subdivisions were developed under the planned 
residential community (PRC) conditional use which requires at least 25% open space. These 
subdivisions are the exception, rather than the rule, as evinced by the cumulative average and 
weighted average that are in the 13% to 14% range.  
 
 The reality behind this statistic can be demonstrated by the fact that a fifth of 
developments (5) provided no open space and 54% (13) provided 10% or less open space. The 
weighted average for the contribution of these 13 developments in terms of relative land area is 8 
points higher at 62% than the above average and further points to the forespoken reality.  
 
 (1)The average amount of open space left in its natural or rural state is calculated by 
stripping out the 5 developments that preserved no open space. This yields a much more accurate 
figure because the statistic is irreverent to these five developments. Never the less, the resulting 
average is deceptively low at 65%. A fuller reality is gleaned from the weighted average of all the 
developments which is 12% higher at 77.5%. The weighted average is considerably higher 
because the 4 highest open space preserving developments account for 66% of the total open 
space provided under this ordinance and has a weighted average of 85% for the preservation of 
these lands. 
 
 (2)The largest contiguous open space is calculated by stripping out the 5 developments 
that preserve no open space as well. This yields a much more accurate figure because the statistic 
is meant to calculate the relative amount of open space configured into a single contiguous parcel, 
and this statistic is irreverent to developments that preserve no open space. The average and 
weighted averages for the largest contiguous open spaces are much more in line with each other 
at 65.5% and 61.4% respectively. Of the 19 remaining developments after the above culling, 11 
configured their open space into contiguous parcels that account for 75% or greater of total open 
space. This is countered with 5 developments that had their largest contiguous parcel at or below 
40%.  
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 Only 5.6% or 17 out of 18 developments that had the geographic adjacency preserved the 
natural and rural quality of the rural roads adjacent to their margins. This reality is borne out by 
the statistic that the average protected buffer adjacent to the rural road is 39 feet with the 
minimum being half this figure at 19.44 feet. 
 
 (3) The relative percentage of open space dedicated as public open space was calculated 
again after the above mentioned 5 developments were stripped from the calculation. The result 
yields an average and weighted average that are divergent from each other at 25.7% and 46.4%.  
The reality behind this statistics is that 12 of the 19 developments in question dedicated 
absolutely no land as public open space and the remaining 7 developments, which account for 
63% of open space preserved under this ordinance, have a weighted average of 83%.  
  
 There is no information on external connectivity due the lack of information mentioned 
above and the lack of dates associated with the approval of developments. This makes it difficult 
to determine if individual development’s open space connected to the open spaces of adjacent 
developments. However, it is known that no relevant development had the potential to connect its 
open spaces to any adjacent public parks or greenways.  
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2.31 - Contribution of Mooresville’s Ordinances towards Development Patterns 
 
 Mooresville’s ordinance has no mandates or easily accessible incentives for clustering 
development, but it does offer three provisions that allow for it, including the PUD, PRC, and 
Cluster option. Thus, the presence of residential clustering options, with a lack of active 
promotion (incentives, etc), explains the relative lack of cluster development and subsequent open 
space preservation (12.8% as a weighted average) as compared to both Huntersville Ordinances 
and the current Davidson Ordinance. Mooresville relies on market forces alone to provide cluster 
development, but not in the form of incentives for open space. It is hoped that developers will 
sense a demand for residential cluster subdivisions and then develop them under the applicable 
provisions24. Nearly 30% of developments fit into this reality as 7 of 24 subdivisions preserved at 
least 25% open space.  
 
 As mentioned earlier, the improvement of natural and rural lands to urban and amenity 
open spaces requires much capital outlay and thus these open spaces are the minority. This is the 
case in Mooresville, as 77.5 % of open space has been left in its natural or rural state, despite the 
lack of relevant provisions that promote the preservation of these lands. 
 
 All the other metrics including largest contiguous open space parcel and rural corridor 
preservation can likewise be explained by market forces and conventional development practices 
due to the lack of any applicable provisions with one exception. The exception being that the 
development approved under this ordinance has a relatively high average (25.68%) and weighted 
average (46.37%) for open space dedicated to a public entity, considering the ordinance has no 
relevant incentives. This level of open space dedication is second only to Davidson’s current 
ordinance which has significant incentives and above Huntersville’s previous ordinance, which 
also has incentives. Interviews with planning staff suggest that the developers of these 
subdivisions used the rationale that maintenance costs could be greatly reduced by outright 
dedication of these open spaces. Furthermore, the weighted average is significantly elevated 
because a few of the largest developments (Cherry Grove, Muirefield and Tall Oaks) dedicated 
nearly all of its open space to Iredale County. 
                                                 
24 Conversation with numerous Mooresville planning staff.  
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2.32 - Conclusions, Comparison and Rankings of Development Trends 
 
 The below table serves as a summary of the performance of overall development trends 
under each ordinance as well as a comparison and ranking of these trends among all 5 ordinances. 
Weighted averages are used in this table predominantly because they more accurately capture the 
reality of the above land use trends as compared to simple averages.  
 
 Huntersville
(Current) 
Davidson 
(Current) 
Huntersville
(Previous) 
Davidson 
(Previous) 
Mooresville 
(Current) 
(1) Actual Density 
 
1st 
(1.05 du/acre) 
2nd 
(1.48 du/acre) 
4th 
(2.4 du/acre) 
3rd 
(1.67 du/acre) 
5th 
(2.55 du/acre) 
(2) Open Space Preservation 
 
1st 
(43.1%) 
2nd 
(41.7%) 
3rd 
(34.1%) 
4th 
(26.2%) 
5th 
(12.8 %) 
(4) Developments w/25% open space 1st 
(100%) 4 of 4 
4th 
 (50%) 7 of14 
2nd 
 (85%) 11 of 13 
3rd 
 (66%) 2 of 3 
5th 
(29%) 2 of 2 
(5) Developments w/33% open space 1st 
(100%) 4 of 4 
3rd 
(50%) 7 of 14 
2nd 
(62%)  8 of 13 
5th 
(0%) 0 of 3 
4th 
(8%) 2 of 24 
(6) Natural and Rural  
      Open Space Preservation 
2nd 
(88.2%) 
1st 
(92.5%) 
2nd 
(88.6%) 
4th 
(70.5%) 
5th 
(33.9%) 
(7) Largest Contiguous Parcel 
 
4th 
(49.1%) 
1st 
(88.4. %) 
2nd 
(78.9%) 
1st 
(89.8%) 
3rd 
(61.4%) 
(8) Protection of Natural &  
      Rural Road Viewshed 
2nd 
(50.0%) 2 of 4 
3rd 
(41.7%) 5 of 12
1st 
(77.0%) 10 of 13 
5th 
(0%) 0 of 2 
4th 
(5.6%) 1 of 18 
(9) Average Depth of  
      Protected Buffer 
1st 
(292.6 ft) 
3rd 
(110.2 ft) 
2nd 
(142.3 ft)  
4th 
(81.8 ft) 
5th 
(39.2%) 
(10) Provision of  
      Public Open Space 
4th 
(19.0%) 
1st 
(67.2%) 
3rd 
(21.4%) 
5th 
(9.5%) 
2nd 
(46.7%) 
(11) External Connectivity 
 
1st 
(100%) 2 of 2 
4th 
(75.0%) 3 of 4 
2nd 
(87.5%) 7 of 8 
1st 
(100%) 1of 1 
** 
# of 1st Rankings 4 3 1 1 0 
# of 1st and 2nd Rankings 6 5 5 2 1 
OVERALL RANK 1 1 2 3 4 
Evaluation Score for Ordinance 89.5 187.5 95.5 29 63 
** missing information  
 
 The above table mostly speaks for itself as far as elucidating and then comparing the 
development trends as they relate to cluster development and subsequent open space preservation. 
Ranking the performance of each development trend on the above individual metrics is a simple 
task and it is obvious which development patterns have relative strength on various metrics.  
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Ranking the overall performance of development patterns is a different matter unless it is 
determined by simply counting the number metrics that are ranked as 1st   and 2nd. Such a simple 
procedure without other considerations, could prove inaccurate as the difference between 
rankings are sometimes relatively small thus ascribing too much and or too little credit to 
particular development patterns. Furthermore, some metrics are more integral to cluster 
developments than others, which would reduce accuracy further. 
 
 There are however easily discernable differences among a few of the development trends. 
A comparison between the overall development trends under the five ordinances yields at least a 
couple of definite conclusion as follows. 
 
 1)   Developments approved under both Huntersville’s ordinances and Davidson’s current 
ordinances have the highest performance by a significant margin in nearly every metric as 
compared to Davidson’s previous ordinance and Mooresville’s current ordinance with a 
couple of exceptions such as largest contiguous parcel and dedication of public open space.  
 2)   Furthermore, the development patterns under Davidson’s previous ordinance performed 
better than Mooresville’s in a significant majority of metrics with the notable exception of 
dedication of public open space.  
 
The difficulty in delineating overall performance 
occurs between the three highest performing 
developments patterns approved under both 
Huntersville ordinances and Davidson’s current 
ordinance. The developments approved under the 
three top performing municipalities are 
demonstrated in the table to the left. There is a 
small spread in the number of 1st rankings between the developments approved under 
Huntersville’s and Davidson’s current ordinance, but there is a more precipitous drop between 
current Davidson and previous Huntersville ordinances. This pattern is also true for the combined 
total of 1st and 2nd  rankings with the exception that the trend is smoother with no precipitous 
drops. 
 
 
 # of 1st’s  # of 1st’s  
   & 2nd’s 
Huntersville 2 
(Current) 
4 6 
Davidson 2 
(Current) 
3 5 
Huntersville 1 
(Previous) 
1 5 
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 It must be noted that the metrics of proportion of developments with more than 25% and 33% 
open space are not included as they do not reflect the development reality of Davidson accurately 
and thus skew results.  
 
 From this perspective, it might appear that a distinction can be made between the 
developments approved under the three ordinances in question. The distinction is however 
muddled because of the nuances in the evaluation results. For example, Huntersville current 
development patterns are ranked 1st on more metrics, but there are a few crucial metrics that it is 
significantly outperformed on and other metrics that it only marginally outperforms other 
municipalities. The best examples of these realities are that it is outperformed on the metric of 
largest contiguous parcel (49%) by all other development patterns by a margin of 13% to 40%. 
This metric is one of the most integral for the form and function of open spaces. Another example 
is that it only outperforms the development approved under Davidson current ordinance for 1st 
rank in terms open space provision by 1.5%. Other lesser examples exist as can be noted within 
the summary table on the previous page.  
  
 Due in part to the above realities it is difficult to determine a difference in the level of 
performance between development approved under Huntersville’s and Davidson’s current 
ordinance. This is not the case however between these two development patterns and the 
developments approved under Huntersville’s previous ordinance. This is so because it has 
significantly less 1st ranked metrics and has a weighted average for open space preservation that is 
7% to 9% less than the other two patterns and has the second highest development density of any 
municipality. These two metrics are of such significance that they help set it apart from the other 
two.  
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Conclusions and Synthesis of Land Use Ordinances and Development Patterns 
 
  
 This section describes the association between the 5 ordinance’s strength and 
sophistication and the performance of the resulting development patterns. Numerous reasons and 
justifications are also provided so as to explain why certain cases have a positive association and 
others not.  
 
 The general assumption made at the onset of this research was that the ordinances that 
received more credit from the region wide evaluation would also have higher quality 
development patterns in terms of cluster developments and subsequent open space preservation. 
Having completed both the evaluation of ordinances and resulting development patterns this 
assumption can now be tested and the results expounded upon. Using the above table (the 
performance summary of overall development patterns) on pg. 82, it is evident that a positive 
relationship does exist in part between the performance of ordinances and performance of 
resulting development trends. The relationship is present when comparing the three higher 
performing ordinances as a block to the two lower performing ordinances of Davidson and 
Mooresville. The resulting development patterns are significantly of a higher quality in terms of 
cluster development under the former ordinances in nearly every metric.  
  
 The positive relationship is lacking amongst the block of better performing ordinances as 
Davison’s and Huntersville’s current development patterns are virtually tied with each other even 
though Davidson’s ordinance evaluation score is significantly higher. Furthermore, Huntersville’s 
current ordinance outperforms its higher ranked (by 6 points) previous ordinance (in terms of 
resulting development patterns), which has considerably higher mandates. Moreover, there is a 
negative relationship within the two lower performing ordinances as Davidson’s development 
patterns uniformly outperform Mooresville’s patterns even though its ordinance scores 
considerably lower. The potential reasons and nuances for these observations are presented 
below. 
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Conclusions and Synthesis of Land Use Ordinances and Development Patterns 
 
 Davidson’s current ordinance outperforms Huntersville’s current ordinance in large part 
because it has significantly higher sector-wide minimum open space requirements, essentially 
requiring that the vast proportion of open space be natural and rural lands configured into 
contiguous parcels. Huntersville’s current ordinance on the other hand relies on an aggressive 
incentives and market forces to promote cluster developments and high quality open spaces. This 
system receives less credit because it is essentially voluntary in a regulatory sense. The resulting 
development patterns do not follow from this reality however, for the following reasons. 
Huntersville’s average rural sector permissible density at 0.40 du/acre is second lowest to 
Cornelius and represents a very low potential development intensity for a rapidly growing town 
within a rapidly growing region. This restriction is coupled with the potential for density bonuses 
associated with increased open space preservation that allows for up to 1.20 du/acre for the 
preservation of 43% open space and a further density bonus for contiguous open spaces dedicated 
to the greenway system. The density of 1.20 du/acre is still not as high as many developers would 
prefer25 so they are “forced” in a market sense to preserve at or near to the 43% open space figure 
in order to achieve the maximum permissible density. Furthermore, Huntersville’s external 
connectivity figure is ranked above Davidson’s due to the above mentioned aggressive incentives 
for greenway dedication. Huntersville also performs near Davidson’s level in regards to the 
crucial metric of proportion of open space left in its natural and rural state. As discusser earlier, 
attaining a high proportion of overall natural and rural opens spaces is a frequent occurrence due 
to the high cost of “improving” these lands to urban spaces and the potential for premiums 
directly related to the associated amenities. So in this case, Davidson’s impressive regulations are 
matched by fiscal realities and market demand for natural vistas and greenways. Standards such 
as this do serve a purpose as the do protect against highly manicured open spaces like golf 
courses which can dominate land use patterns as under Davidson’s previous ordinance. In 
summary, ordinances with a high level of mandate such as Davidson’s current regulations can be 
equally matched or even outperformed by ordinances that utilize aggressive incentives and 
restrict base permissible densities.  The market forces and the fiscal realties of developers are 
powerful forces that can be harnessed.  
  
                                                 
25 Per conversatiojn with Huntersville Planning staff  
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 Conclusions and Synthesis of Land Use Ordinances and Development Patterns 
 
 Huntersville’s previous ordinance scores above its current ordinance just discussed above 
as it mandates considerably more open space preservation sector-wide and has a requirement that 
at least 3/4th’s of open space be comprised of natural and rural lands. The development patterns 
approved under the current ordinance however outperform the ones resulting from the previous 
ordinance for some of the same reasons listed above. For one, the permissible density under the 
previous ordinance is an order of magnitude higher at 2.5 du/acre, much closer to the density that 
developers prefer and it offers a less aggressive density bonus program for the preservation of 
open space above the requisite minimum. These two facets of the ordinance correspond to actual 
open space preservation within the resulting developments to be 8% less. The above mentioned 
fiscal and market realities also reduce the relative success of the previous ordinance’s 75% 
minimum requirement for natural and rural open space. It is difficult however to explain why the 
actual average open space buffer adjacent to rural roads is twice the width for developments 
approved under the current ordinance with no provision when the previous ordinance actually has 
a requisite minimum of 100 ft. Market forces could be the reason, but the other ordinances in this 
study with no provisions (previous Davidson and Mooresville) have developments that provided 
considerably less than 100 feet as an average. The high percent of rural road viewsheds protected 
under the previous ordinance and relative lack under the current ordinance can, however, be 
explained by this regulatory minimum.  
  
 At the lower end of the performance spectrum, Davidson’s ordinance is evaluated as a 
significantly weaker ordinance than Mooresville’s ordinance, yet the associated developmet 
patterns outperforms in nearly every metric. The reason for this is simply due to chance in this 
instance as it just so happens that 94% of the land development comes from a golf course 
community that performed well on many of the metrics. As mentioned earlier, had this massive 
development not supplied the demand so completely, many smaller lesser performing 
subdivisions would most likely have taken its place as the town’s ordinance was very weak in 
terms of cluster development promotion. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Individual Evaluations of Municipality’s Ordinances 
 
 
Huntersville, NC  
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision   0 4 0 
Voluntary  X(2) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%) X(1)  4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%) 
  5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)   6 4 24 
Huntersville 1 Total  16 
Huntersville 2 Total  4 
 
(1) Huntersville mandates that all development within the OPS district must preserve a minimum of 15% 
open space and is thus classified as a level 1 mandate. 
(2) Huntersville only mandates that all development preserve 7.8% of open space within the rural sector.  
Both minimums do not reach the 33% open space preservation requirement set as the threshold for cluster 
subdivisions.  
.   
• Percent of Open Space Required (within individual cluster provisions) 
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
No Requirement   0 3 0 
  X ≤ 10%  Rural / Transitional (2)  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20% Open Space District (1)  3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%   4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%   5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%   6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%     7 3 21 
Huntersville 1 Total  9 
Huntersville 2 Total  3 
 
(1)  There is a flat 15% open space requirement for all development within the open space district. 
(2) The districts that qualify as rural and natural preservation districts consist of the Rural District and the 
Transitional District. The rural district has no minimum required open space requirement with the 
exception of development that is adjacent to or encapsulates a proposed greenway in which case the land 
must be dedicated to the town. The transitional district has a 25% minimum requirement for the dedication 
of open space. The decision to place the second Huntersville ordinance within the less than 10% category 
was made because the weighted average for requisite preservation is 7.8% for the combined districts. The 
Rural District accounts for 68% of the rural sector and the Transitional District accounts for 32%.  
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• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
 
Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Bonus   0 2 0 
X < 1.0   1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0 X(1)  3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0   4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0   5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0   6 3 18 
X > 9.0  X(2) 7 3 21 
Huntersville 1 Total  9 
Huntersville 2 Total  21 
 
(1) There is a uniform density increase of 1% for each additional increase of 1% of open space. This 
density bonus is applicable for increases in open space above the requisite 15% up to 65%. 
(2) The rural district has a potential for a 364% (0.33 DU/AC to 1.2 DU/AC) increase in density for the 
provision of an additional 45% open space above the base requirement of 0%. This is equivalent to an 
increase of 8.08% in density per 1% increase in open space. The transitional district has a potential for a 
150% (0.8 DU/AC to 2.0 DU/AC) increase in density for the provision of an additional 15% open space 
above the base requirement of 25%. This is equivalent to an increase of 10.00% in density per 1% increase 
in open space. The weighted average for the combined district is 9.39% factoring in the reality that the rural 
district accounts for 68% of the rural sector of town and the Transitional District accounts for 32%.  
 
• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision   0 2 0 
X < 40%   1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%   2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60%   3 2 6 
X ≥ 60% X(1) X(1) 4 2 8 
Huntersville 1 Total  8 
Huntersville 2 Total  8 
 
(1) There is no regulatory Limit 
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
Conditional    0 2 0 
By Right  X X 4 2 8 
Huntersville 1 Total  8 
Huntersville 2 Total  8 
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• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2  
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%   5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1) X(2) 6 3 18 
Huntersville 1 Total  18 
Huntersville 2 Total  18 
 
Lands outside of the urbanized area (referred as the rural sector hereafter) are those in which the explicit 
and or implicit goal of the applicable zoning ordinance is to protect in some fashion the natural and or rural 
character. This is evinced either by stated policy and lower densities of less than 2 units per acre.  
(1) The open space district accounts for the entirety of the rural sector and clustering is permissible. 
(2) The rural and transitional districts qualify and residential clustering is permissible within both.  
 
• Open Space Configuration (Must be Mandatory or Incentivized)  
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provisions    0 2 0 
View sheds X(2)  3 2 8 
External Connectivity   X(3) 5 2 12 
Internal Connectivity   5 2 12 
General Proportions(1)   5 2 12 
Huntersville 1 Total     8 
Huntersville 2 Total     12 
 
(1) General proportions refer to both the size and shape of the open space. The proportions of open spaces 
range from small and linear to large and globular. 
(2) All development must protect at least 100 ft of land adjacent to roads within the Open Space District 
that has a rural or natural character. 
(3) There is a bonus for the improvement and dedication of open space as a portion of the official 
Mecklenburg Greenway. Such open spaces shall be counted at one and a half times the actual dedicated 
acreage. This can directly increase the density bonus afforded a development.  
 
• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation (Must be Mandatory or Incentivised) 
 
 Huntersville  
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville  
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X(1) X(2) 0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat   5 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1)   5 2 12 
Huntersville 1 Total     0 
Huntersville 2 Total     0 
 
(1) Although 75% of open space must be natural or rural in character the town has no authority to mandate 
or incentivize the preservation of particular features.  
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(2) The latest Huntersville ordinance requires that an onsite evaluation be conducted for each development 
in order to identify natural and rural heritage features such as meadows, forests, and promontories, but the 
town has no authority to mandate or incentivize the protection of such features.  
 
• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Specification   X(2) 0 3 0 
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%   5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1)  6 3 18 
Huntersville 1 Total  18 
Huntersville 2 Total  0 
 
(1) At least 75 % of the preserved open space must be kept in a rural state. Qualified rural features include 
the following: groves of mature trees, hedgerows, rock outcroppings, cultivated fields, ponds, woods, 
pastures, bridges, fence lines, rolling hills, barns, and curves in rural roads. No more than 25 % of qualified 
open space can be accommodated with urban open spaces.  
(2) There are only 3 types of open Space that counts as Qualified Open Space in the Rural Residential 
District. They are as follows: Natural Open Space, Recreational Open Space (including golf courses and 
ball fields), and Agricultural Open Space. Urban Open Space is considered as qualified only in the 
Transitional Residential District. 
 
• Incentives for the Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Huntersville 1 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 2 
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X  0 2 0 
Incentives   X(1) 4 2 8 
Huntersville 1 Total     0 
Huntersville 2 Total     8 
 
(1) There is a bonus for the improvement and dedication of open space as a portion of the official 
Mecklenburg County or city greenway. Such open spaces are counted at one and a half times the actual 
dedicated acreage. This can directly increase the density bonus afforded a development.  
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Huntersville  
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5 X(1)  0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5   1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1   2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  X(2) 3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25   4 1.5 6 
Huntersville 1 Total  0 
Huntersville 2 Total  4.5 
 
(1) The base density for the rural district in 2.5 units per acre.  
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(2) The weighted average of the base density for the rural sector is 0 .48DU/Acre taking into account the 
0.33 DU/AC density for the rural district and 0.80 DU/Acre density for the transitional district. This figure 
is further reduced to 0.40 DU/Acre due to the practice of adjusted tract acreage calculations for the purpose 
of lot yields.  
 
 • Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Huntersville  
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04) 
Huntersville 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 2.0  X  1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0  X(1) 2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0   3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5   4 1.5 6 
Huntersville 1 Total  1.5 
Huntersville 2 Total  3 
 
(1) The weighted average of the maximum allowed density for the rural sector is 1.46 DU/Acre taking into 
account the 1.2 DU/AC density for the rural district and 2.0 DU/Acre density for the transitional district. 
This figure is further educed to 1.20 DU/Acre due to the practice of adjusted tract acreage calculations for 
the purpose of lot yields. Adjusted tract acreage is on the average of 0.16 DU/ Acre less than gross 
calculations.  
 
 
• Evaluation Total for Huntersville’s Ordinance 
 
 Huntersville  
(11/19/96 – 5/3/04)
Huntersville 
( 5/3/04 - Present) 
Total 95.5 89.5 
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Davidson, NC  
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
 Davidson 1 
(1992 - 6/11/01) 
Davidson 2 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision   0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1)  1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)   4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)   5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)  X(2) 6 4 24 
Huntersville 1 Total  4 
Huntersville 2 Total  24 
 
(1) Per conversation with planning staff. 
(2) Davidson mandates that all development preserve a minimum of 50% in the rural sector in the majority 
of cases and 35 % in select instances where open space is traded away as incentive. This ordinance 
surpasses the 33% open space requirement set as the threshold for cluster subdivisions. 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Davidson 1 
(1992 - 6/11/01) 
Davidson 2 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
No Requirement   0 3 0 
  X ≤ 10% X(1)  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20%   3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%   4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%   5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  X(2) 6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
Davidson 1     3 
Davidson 2     18 
  
(1) Per conversation with planning staff. 
(2) There is a stated required minimum of 50% open space, but this figure can be reduced as low as 35% as 
an incentive for public open space and or parkway streets. A Density bonus is a second mutually exclusive 
option as an incentive for the provision of public open space. The judgment was made to place Davidson’s 
minimum open space requirement in the 40 – 50 % (45%) grouping due to the lack of probability that such 
an open space discount would be awarded to a developer little alone to a majority of developers.  
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• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
Davidson 
(1992 - 6/11/01) 
 
 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Bonus X(1)  0 3 0 
X < 1.0   1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0   3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0   4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0   5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0   6 3 18 
X > 9.0  X(2) 7 3 21 
Davidson 1  0 
Davidson 2  21 
 
(1) Per conversation with planning staff. 
(2) There is a uniform density increase of 1/10 DU / Acre for each additional increase of 1% of open space 
above the minimum requirement. This is an average density increase of 16% per 1% increase in open space 
considering that the average permissible density for the rural district is .625 DU / Acre (not factoring in the 
seldom if ever used low density conservation subdivision). 
 
Development Option Max Permissible Density % Density ▲ for every 1% ▲ in 
Open Space 
TND-O 2 DU / Acre 5% 
Residential Subdivision 2 DU / Acre 5% 
Low Impact Subdivision 1 DU / 2 Acres  
Rural Subdivision 1 DU / 5 Acres 50% 
Conservation Subdivision 1 DU / 20 Acres 100% 
 
• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision   0 2 0 
   X < 40%   1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%   2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60% X  3 2 6 
X ≥ 60%  X(1) 4 2 8 
Davidson 1     6 
Davidson 2     8 
 
(1) There is not a regulatory limit. 
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
Conditional  X X 0 2 0 
By Right    4 2 8 
Davidson 1     0 
Davidson 2     0 
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• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
      
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   3 3 9 
50%≤X<75% x(1)  5 3 15 
X≥75%  X(2) 6 3 18 
Davidson 1     15 
Davidson 2     18 
 
(1) 60% - per conversation with staff. 
(2) These lands are those in which the implicit or tacit goal of the applicable zoning ordinance to is to 
protect in some fashion the natural and or rural character. This is evinces either by stated policy and or 
lower densities of less than or equal to 2 units per acre. For the town of Davidson, the rural district qualifies 
as the rural sector and residential clustering is permissible throughout.  
  
• Open Space Configuration (Must be Mandatory or Incentivised) 
 
 Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provisions  X  0 2 0 
View sheds  X(1,3,) 3 2 8 
External Connectivity   X(1,4) 5 2 12 
Internal Connectivity  X(1) 5 2 12 
General Proportions(2)  X(1) 5 2 12 
Davidson 1  0 
Davidson 2  44 
 
(1) Note on all of the above open space configurations – Each development is subjected to an on-site 
workshop and an environmental inventory that identifies features to be preserved. The town (instead of the 
developer) makes the determination as to the location and configuration of the open space. This process 
addresses each of the above open space configuration elements. This process is however discretionary 
although there are guidelines as listed below. Primary conservation areas such as stream buffers, 
floodplains and steep slopes must be preserved first. Once these areas have been preserved any remaining 
preservation requirement must be used on secondary conservations areas. The criteria for these additional 
open spaces are as follows and are in no particular order: 
(a) Parks and similar uses required as part of the development approval process 
(b) Proximity or relationship to other open space within  and outside of the development 
(c) Significant natural features (rock outcroppings, forests, ponds, streams, etc.) 
(d) Viewsheds 
(e) Wildlife habitats 
(f) Trails 
(2) General proportions refer to both the size and shape of the open space. The proportions of open spaces 
range from small and linear to large and globular. 
(3) If a developer retains a viewshed (shown on the comprehensive plan map) as open space, there shall be 
a 50% density bonus per acre for each acre of preserved viewshed.  
(4) Open space within rural subdivisions must connect where possible to open space on adjacent parcels.  
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• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation (Must be Mandatory or Incentivised) 
 
 Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X  0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat  X(2) 6 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1)  X(2) 6 2 12 
Davidson 1  0 
Davidson 2  24 
 
(1) Features such as forests, meadows, riparian corridors, agricultural lands, and rural road corridors. 
(2) The above mentioned onsite workshop and environmental evaluation again identifies potential wildlife 
habitat and natural and rural features. It is the policy that these valued lands be preserved after the primary 
conservation lands are.  
 
• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Davidson 1 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 2 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Specification  X  0 3 0 
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%   5 3 15 
X≥75%  X(1) 6 3 18 
Davidson 1  0 
Davidson 2  18 
 
(1) The decision to classify Davidson within the highest category was made due to the following Davidson 
policy on open space preservation. 
 
All primary conservation lands must be preserved first. The following criteria are in no order or priority 
and are to be used for the remainder of the secondary conservation open space.  
(A) Parks and similar uses required as part of the development approval process 
(B) Proximity or relationship to other open space within or without the development 
(C) Significant natural features (rock outcroppings, forests, ponds, streams, etc.) 
(D) View sheds 
(E) Wildlife habitats 
(F) Trails 
 
5 out of 6 of these criteria deal with rural and natural lands.  
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• Incentives for the Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Davidson 1 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 2 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X(1)  0 2 0 
Incentives   X(2) 4 2 8 
Davidson 1     0 
Davidson 2     8 
 
(1) Per conversation with planning staff. 
(2) As incentive for the provision of public open space there are two options as follows. 
 
(a) An increase in density 
* Increase in units per acre = (% of open space publicly-accessible / 8) x 0.1  
(0.125 units per acre per additional 10% of public open space provided) 
 
(b) A reduction in the amount of required open space 
*Original requirement - (% accessible x 0.1) = new requirement 
(1% reduction for each additional 10% of public open space provided) 
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Davidson 1 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 2 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥1.5 X(1)  0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5   1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1  X(2) 2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5   3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25   4 1.5 6 
Davidson 1  0 
Davidson 2  3 
 
(1) Davidson had two zoning districts with densities low enough to be considered collectively as a rural 
district.  
 
 Base  Permissible Density 
Agricultural 2.0 DU / Acre 
R-20 2.0 DU / Acre 
 
 
(2) Davidson’s rural district has 5 development options that have varying maximum density requirements.  
 
 Base  Permissible Density 
TND-O 2.0 DU / Acre 
Residential Subdivision 2.0 DU / Acre 
Low Impact Subdivision 0.5 DU / Acre 
Rural Subdivision 0.2 DU / Acre 
Conservation Subdivision 0.05 DU / Acre 
  
All of these development options with their varying permissible densities are allowed within the rural 
district. There is no uniform base density for the district. In order to calculate an overall base density for the 
district I have averaged four of the five development densities. The average figure is 0.625 DU / Acre not 
factoring the conservation subdivision due to the lack of such developments and improbability of future 
ones.  
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• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 2.0  X X(1) 1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0   2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0   3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5   4 1.5 6 
Davidson 1  1.5 
Davidson 2  1.5 
 
(1) All of the development types including the conservation subdivision can achieve gross densities greater 
than 2 residences per acre through density bonuses afforded by the preservation of an additional 20% open 
space above the minimum requirement of 50% (not all need this density bonus as shown below). 
Furthermore, the provision of public open space increases the maximum density of all development. The 
table below demonstrates the density bonuses needed to attain a gross density of greater than or equal to 2 
units per acre for the five development options.  
 
 Density 
bonus 
Overall 
Density 
TND-O 0 % 50 % 
Residential Subdivision 0 % 50 % 
Low Impact Subdivision 15 % 65 % 
Rural Subdivision 18 % 68 % 
Conservation Subdivision 20 % 70 % 
 
The table below evinces the permissible density afforded by the provision of an additional 20% open space 
above the minimum requirement of 50%. 70% was chosen because this amount of open space is well above 
the maximum observed in this study and the above what realistically would be provided in North Carolina 
due to current market realities.  
 
 DU / Acre 
TND-O 4 
Residential Subdivision 4 
Low Impact Subdivision 2.5 
Rural Subdivision 2.2 
Conservation Subdivision 2.05 
 
At 70% preserved open space the average gross density of the five development types is 2.95 DU/ Acre. 
With dedication of all open space to a public entity the maximum permissible density increases to 3.95 
du/acre. 70% was chosen somewhat arbitrarily as the maximum open space a developer would conceivably 
preserve as lot sizes would become very small.  
 
 
Evaluation Total for Davidson’s Ordinances  
 
Davidson 
(1992 - 6/10/01) 
Davidson 
( 6/11/01 - Present) 
29.5 187.5 
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Mooresville, NC  
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
 Mooresville  
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)  4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)  5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)  6 4 24 
TOTAL  4 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
No Requirement  0 3 0 
  X ≤ 10%  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20%  3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30% X 4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%  5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
TOTAL    12 
 
• The town does have a minimum open space exaction for all residential subdivisions over 8 total units. 
This measure requires more open space as the density of a development and bedrooms per dwelling unit 
increase. At 2 units per acre (the maximum base density for the watershed protection areas) and with an 
average number of bedrooms per unit at 3, a minimum of 6.9% open space must be preserved. At 1 unit per 
acre (the base density for critical areas of the watershed) and with an average number of bedrooms per unit 
at 3, a minimum of 3.4% open space must be preserved. The average minimum requirement is 5.5 % for the 
rural sector of town.  
• Developments that are within a 0.5 mile to current or planned parks have their open space requirement 
quartered. Furthermore, developments that are adjacent to current or planned parks have their open space 
requirement halved. 
• Furthermore, the multifamily, planned unit development, and planned residential community overlays all 
require a minimum amount of preserved open space. The multifamily overlay requires that 65% of the 
development be reserved as open space while the PRC overlay requires a minimum of 25%. There is also a 
cluster development option, but it does not require any additional open space above the sector minimum of 
5.5% planned unit development 
• The decision was made to put Mooresville into 20% to 30% classification because the average of the 
minimum open space requirements for the rural sector is 23.2% as evinced in the table below. 
 
 Min Open Space 
All development 5.5% 
PUD 15% 
Multifamily Overlay 65% 
Cluster Development 5.5% 
Planned Residential  
Community (PRC) 
25% 
Average 23.2% 
 Base  Permissible Density 
Balance of Watershed 2 DU / Acre 
Protected Area Watershed 2 DU / Acre 
Critical Area Watershed 1 DU / Acre 
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• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
 
Mooresville 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  O 3 0 
X < 1.0  1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0 X(1) 3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0  4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0  5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0  6 3 18 
X > 9.0  7 3 21 
TOTAL    9 
 
The multifamily and planned unit development overlays both allow for density bonuses. The multifamily 
overlay requires that 65% of the development be kept as natural open space and affords a density bonus of 
25 % for an additional 15% open space. Furthermore, the planned unit development overlay requires that 
15% of the development be kept as improved open space with a density bonus of up to 30% for the 
provision of an additional 20% open space. Finally, there is an option for outright cluster development, but 
there is no incentive for this option. The decision was made to put Mooresville into the 1 to 3% category 
for the following reason: 
 
(1) The average density bonus for all three cluster options is 1.1 % for the provision of each 1% of open 
space. The calculations are as follows  
 
 Density 
Increase 
Multifamily Overlay 1.66 
PUD 1.66 
Cluster Development 0.00 
Average 1.10 
 
• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision  0 2 0 
   X < 40%  1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%  2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60%  3 2 6 
X ≥ 60% X(1) 4 2 8 
Total    8 
 
(1) The rules and regulations pertaining to minimum lot size within cluster developments and hence 
maximum open space preservation are vague. There does not appear to be any limit to size of lots. The 
ordinance states that lots can be smaller than the conventional 20,000 Sq. ft limit as long as gross density 
does not exceed the allowable base limits. City staff contends that a percent of open space higher than 60% 
can be preserved.  This stands to reason since the multifamily overlay requires that at least 65% of the site 
be preserved as open space. 
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• Conditional Authority or by Right 
  
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
Conditional  X(1) 0 2 0 
By Right   4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) The multifamily, PUD, PRC, and cluster development options are conditional within the entirety of the 
rural sector.  
 
• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75% X 6 3 18 
TOTAL   18 
 
These lands are those in which the explicit goal of the applicable zoning ordinance to is to protect in some 
fashion the natural and or rural character. This is evinced either by stated policy or lower densities of 2 
units per acre or less. For the town of Mooresville, the three watershed districts account for this and 
clustering is permissible.  
 
• Open Space Configuration (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
No Provisions  X 0 2 0 
View sheds  3 2 8 
External Connectivity   5 2 12 
Internal Connectivity  5 2 12 
General Proportions(1)  5 2 12 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) General proportions refer to both the size and shape of the open space. The proportions of open spaces 
range from small and linear to large and globular. 
  
• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat  5 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1)  5 2 12 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) Features such as forests, meadows, riparian corridors, agricultural lands, and rural road corridors. 
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• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Mooresville Score Weight Total 
No Specification   0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50% X(1) 3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75%  6 3 18 
TOTAL    9 
 
(1) The multifamily overlay does require that 100% of open space be “unobstructed”, but the PUD and 
cluster option have no such requirements. 
(2) The decision to classify Mooresville within the 25% to 50% category was made because the average for 
all three clustering options is 33% as evinced below.  
 
 % Rural 
or Natural 
Multifamily Overlay 100 
PUD 0 
Cluster Development 0 
Average 33% 
 
• Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Mooresville 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Incentives  4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Mooresville 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5 X(1) 0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5  1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1  2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1)  Mooresville has three rural districts with varying densities 
 
 Base  Permissible Density 
Balance of Watershed 2 DU / Acre 
Protected Area Watershed 2 DU / Acre 
Critical Area Watershed 1 DU / Acre 
 
(1)  The average of all three districts is well above the 1% threshold (1.66%). 
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• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Mooresville 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 2.0   1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0 X 2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0  3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    3 
 
There is a maximum density 1.93 du/acre due to a potential 17% average increase in density for 
the provision of open space within the three cluster provisions.  
 
Evaluation Total for Mooresville  63 
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Cornelius, NC  
 
• Regulatory Framework 
 
 Mooresville  
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)  4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)  5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)  6 4 24 
TOTAL  4 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Requirement X 0 3 0 
  X ≤ 10%  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20%  3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%  4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%  5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
TOTAL    0 
 
• The town does have a minimum open space exaction for all residential subdivisions over 8 total units. 
This measure requires more open space as the density of a development and bedrooms per dwelling unit 
increase. At 0.2 units per acre (the maximum base in the rural district) and with an average number of 
bedrooms per unit at 3, a minimum of 0.6% open space must be preserved.  
• The decision to categorize Cornelius as having no open space requirement within its rural district was 
made because it effectively has no requirement at 0.6 %. 
• Developments that are within a 0.5 mile to current or planned parks have their open space requirement 
quartered to 0.45 %. Furthermore, developments that are adjacent to current or planned parks have their 
open space requirement halved to 0.3 %. 
• Furthermore the farmhouse cluster option has no minimum open space requirement  
 
• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
Cornelius 
 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X(1) O 3 0 
X < 1.0  1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0  3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0  4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0  5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0  6 3 18 
X ≥ 9.0  7 3 21 
TOTAL    0 
(1) The farmhouse cluster option has no associated incentives for the preservation of open space.  
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• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision  0 2 0 
   X < 40%  1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%  2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60%  3 2 6 
X ≥ 60% X(1) 4 2 8 
Total    8 
 
(1) Cornelius allows for minimum lot sizes to be below the standard 5 acres as long as the average lot size 
is no less than 5 acres (including open spaces). There is no minimum lot size and no maximum amount of 
open space  
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
Conditional   0 2 0 
By Right  X(1) 4 2 8 
TOTAL    8 
 
(1) Farmhouse clusters are allowed by right only within the rural preservation district. 
 
• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1) 6 3 18 
TOTAL   18 
  
(1) Residential clustering is permissible within the only district that qualifies as a rural district. 
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• Open Space Configuration (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
  
Cornelius 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provisions   0 2 0 
View sheds X(1) 4 2 8 
External Connectivity   5 2 12 
Internal Connectivity  5 2 12 
General Proportions(1)  5 2 12 
TOTAL    8 
 
(1) The layout of farmhouse Cluster Subdivisions including the location and quality of open spaces  
is determined through a site analysis performed by the town that identifies and protects  rural heritage 
features. Rural Heritage features include: (A) groves of mature trees, (B) cultivated fields, (C) pastures,  
(D) rolling hills, (E)  hedgerows, (F) bridges, (G) farm buildings, (H) rock outcroppings, (I) woodlands, 
(J) fence lines, and (K) curves in rural road. 
(1) The viewsheds category is the only provision marked due to the lack of emphasis on open space 
connectivity and proportions in the above mentioned site analysis.   
 
• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
  
Cornelius 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat  5 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features (1) X(2) 5 2 12 
TOTAL    12 
 
(1) Features such as forests, meadows, riparian corridors, agricultural lands, and rural road corridors. 
(2) Natural Heritage features mentioned above are to be preserved in Farmhouse Cluster Subdivisions. The 
town has the authority to determine which features can be preserved through an on site evaluation.  There is 
no emphasis specifically on wildlife habitat however. This is evinced by a lack of a required environmental 
assessment as was present in Davidson, NC.   
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• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Cornelius 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Specification   0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1) 6 3 18 
TOTAL    18 
 
(1) The Farmhouse Cluster Subdivision option within the Rural Preservation district does not have a 
minimum amount of natural and or rural open space that must be preserved. However, the stated goal of 
such developments is to preserve the rural appearance and subsequent natural and rural features of the site 
as listed in the above “open space configuration” element. Although there is no stated minimum it is clear 
that the objective of this cluster provision is to preserve as much natural and rural open spaces as possible. 
Furthermore, the town has the authority to determine the location and quality of the open spaces that are 
preserved. The decision has been made to classify Cornelius under the greater than or equal to 75% 
category for these reasons.   
 
• Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Incentives  4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5   0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5  1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1  2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25 X(1) 4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    6 
 
(1) Cornelius has one rural district called the Rural Preservation District that has a base permissible density 
of 1 unit per 0.2 acres (one residence per 5 acres). This is the only district explicitly created to preserve the 
natural and rural landscapes of Cornelius. The only other district that could be remotely considered is the 
General Residential District which was created to promote suburban development of 2 units per acre. The 
density is on the high side and the purpose of the district is less about the preservation of the landscape and 
more about creating suburban development patterns.  
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• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Cornelius 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 2.0   1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0  2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0  3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5 X 4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    6 
 
 
 
Evaluation Total for Cornelius 88 
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Charlotte, NC 
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
 Mooresville  
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)  4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)  5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)  6 4 24 
TOTAL  4 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Charlotte 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Requirement  0 3 0 
  X < 10%  1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20% X(1) 3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%  4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%  5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
TOTAL    9 
 
(1) All cluster subdivision must preserve at least 10 percent of the site as open space.  
 
• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
Charlotte 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X O 3 0 
X < 1.0  1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0  3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0  4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0  5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0  6 3 18 
X > 9.0  7 3 21 
TOTAL    0 
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• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision  0 2 0 
   X < 40% X 1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%  2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60%  3 2 6 
X ≥ 60%  5 2 8 
Total    2 
 
 
District Density Min Lot Size Potential Open Space 
per Gross Acre (Sq ft.) 
Percent Open Space 
R-3 3 DU / Acre 8,000 11,560 27% 
R-4 4 DU / Acre 6,000 13,560 31% 
R-5 5 DU / Acre 4,500 16,560 38% 
R-6 6 DU / Acre 3,500 22,560 52% 
Average Maximum Open Space Potential   37% 
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
Conditional  X(1) 0 2 0 
By Right   4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
  
• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
Not Applicable(1) X(1) 0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75%  6 3 18 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1)This measure is not applicable because Charlotte does not have a district that can be classified as a rural 
district. With the exception of a portion of the Mountain Island Lake watershed all the other districts have 
allowable densities of 3 DU / Acre and up. This well above the generous threshold of 2 DU / Acre set as the 
limit to what is considered as a rural district.  
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• Open Space Configuration (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
No Provisions  X 0 2 0 
View sheds  4 2 8 
External Connectivity   6 2 12 
Internal Connectivity  6 2 12 
General Proportions(1)  6 2 12 
TOTAL    0 
 
• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation 
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat  5 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1)  5 2 12  
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) Features such as forests, meadows, riparian corridors, agricultural lands, and rural road corridors. 
(2) All cluster development within Charlotte’s three watershed overlays must keep all of its preserved open 
space in its natural and vegetated state. Cluster development outside of these overlays have no such 
provisions. There is no mandate or incentive however to protect such natural and rural features from 
development. The ordinance simply does not allow open space to be improved. Lower quality lands can be 
protected while high quality natural features can be developed on.  
 
• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
No Specification   0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50% X(1) 2 3 6 
50%≤X<75%  3 3 9 
X≥75%  4 3 12 
TOTAL    6 
 
(1) All designated cluster development within Charlotte’s three watershed overlays must keep all of its 
preserved open space in its natural and vegetated state. Cluster development outside of these overlays has 
no such provisions. The decision to classify charlotte within the second to lowest category is due because 
the watershed overlays account for less than half of charlotte’s jurisdiction in which the cluster option is 
permissible.  
 
• Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Charlotte Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Incentives  4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
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• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Charlotte 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5 X(1) 0 1.5 0 
1≤ X < 1.5  1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1  2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) Charlotte does not have any zoning districts that can be categorized as rural districts nor act as such due 
to higher densities as evinced in the chart below. In fact, in the words of Charlotte’s ordinance, “the R-3, R-
4, R-5, and R-6 districts were established to protect and promote the development of single family housing 
and a limited number of public and institutional uses”. It further states that, “the standards for these districts 
are designed to maintain a suitable environment for family living at various densities to accommodate 
preferences for different housing types” and that the, “R-3 and R-4 districts are directed toward suburban 
single family living”. By its own admission these districts are not intended to function as rural districts.  
 
  
R-3 3 DU / Acre 
R-4 4 DU / Acre 
R-5 5 DU / Acre 
R-6 6 DU / Acre 
 
The average permissible density within the deemed critical areas of the Mountain Island Lake Watershed is 
1 unit per acre as opposed to the underlying district which is at least 3 units per acre.  
 
• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Charlotte 
 
Score Weight Total 
No District X 0 1.5 0 
X ≥ 2.0   1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0  2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0  3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    0 
 
 
 
Evaluation Total for Charlotte 21 
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Kannapolis and Concord, NC (Both towns have virtually same UDO) 
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
  
Kannapolis 
 
Concord 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision   0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1) X(2) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)   4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)   5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)   6 4 24 
TOTAL  4 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
No Requirement   0 3 0 
  X < 10%   1 3 3 
10% < X ≤ 20% X(1) X(1) 3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%   4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%   5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%   6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%     7 3 21 
TOTAL     9 
 
(1) The decision to classify Kannapolis and Concord within the 10% to 20% category was made because 
the average of all 4 development options within the three district “rural” area is 16.5% and 12.5% 
respectively.  
 
NOTE - Development with fewer than 200 units within 0.5 miles from current or planned parks are exempt 
from this open space requirement.  
 
The table below summarizes the requisite minimum amount of open space that must be preserved within 
the 3 zoning districts that forms the “rural” sectors of both towns.  
 
Kannapolis Min Open 
Space 
(Required) 
All Development (Within the 3 Districts)(1) 6% 
Cluster Development 30% 
Planned Unit Development 25% 
Traditional Neighborhood Design 6% 
AVERAGE 16.5% 
 
 (1) Kannapolis and Concord have four rural districts have a requirement of 8% open space with the 
exception being the agricultural district which has not requirement. This lowers the average open space 
requirement for the “all development” to 6%.  
 
 
 
 
Concord Min Open 
Space 
(Required) 
All Development (Within the 3 Districts) (1) 6% 
Cluster Development 30% 
Planned Unit Development 8% 
Traditional Neighborhood Design 6% 
AVERAGE 12.5% 
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• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in Open 
Space  
 
Kannapolis 
 
 
Concord 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X X O 3 0 
X < 1.0   1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0   3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0   4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0   5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0   6 3 18 
X > 9.0   7 3 21 
TOTAL     0 
 
• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Kannapolis 
 
Concord Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision   0 2 0 
   X < 40%   1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%   2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60% X(1) X(1) 3 2 6 
X ≥ 60%   5 2 8 
Total     6 
 
(1) For each percent of open space above the requisite 30% there will be a reduction in lot size by a 
commensurate amount up to 50%. This provision effectively caps the open space potential at 50% of the 
site.  
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
Conditional  X(1) X(1) 0 2 0 
By Right    4 2 8 
TOTAL     0 
 
(1)  Residential clustering and PUDs are both floating zones applicable to 5 residential zones. 
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• Percent of Jurisdiction outside of urbanized area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
Not Applicable   0 3 0 
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   3 3 9 
50%≤X<75%   5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1) X(1) 6 3 18 
TOTAL     18 
 
(1) Cluster clustering and PUDs are conditionally allowed in all five Kannapolis single family districts. 
(1) There are three districts that have permissible densities of two units per acre or less and are thus 
considered rural for the purposes of this project. All three of these districts have a conditional provision for 
clustering. Residential clustering is also an option in both medium density residential districts.  
 
• Open Space Configuration (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
No Provisions    0 2 0 
View sheds   4 2 8 
External Connectivity  X(1) X(1) 6 2 12 
Internal Connectivity   6 2 12 
General Proportions(1)   6 2 12 
TOTAL     12 
 
(1) In both towns, the administrator may require the provision of open space and the subsequent connection 
of it to a community open space network and or trails system if the proposed development is adjacent to the 
boundary of an established community public open space and or greenway as included in the Livable 
Communities Blueprint for Cabarrus County. Any open space above and beyond the base requirement 
must be compensated.  
   
• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation 
 
 Kannapolis Concord 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X X 0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat   6 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1)   6 2 12  
TOTAL     0 
 
(1) Features such as forests, meadows, riparian corridors, agricultural lands, and rural road corridors. 
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• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
No Specification  X(1) X(1) 0 3 0 
X<25%   1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%   2 3 6 
50%≤X<75%   3 3 9 
X≥75%   4 3 12 
TOTAL     0 
 
(1) There is no requisite minimum amount of rural or natural open space that must be preserved. Open 
space can be natural, rural, recreational, and or urban.  
 
• Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Kannapolis Concord Score Weight Total 
No Provision X X 0 2 0 
Incentives   4 2 8 
TOTAL     0 
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Kannapolis 
 
Concord 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5   0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5 X(1) X(1) 1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1   2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5   3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25   4 1.5 6 
TOTAL     1.5 
 
(1) The average density of the three rural districts is 1.33 DU / Acre. 
 
The below table summarizes the permissible densities within the “rural” portions of Kannapolis.  
 
 Density District 
AG Agriculture 
 
1 DU / Acre Rural 
RE Rural Estate 
 
1 DU / Acre Rural 
RL Residential Low Density 
 
2 DU / Acre Rural 
 
There are 2 sub-watershed protection zones that have maximum permitted densities below 1 DU Acre (0.5 
and 0.33 DU/ Acre), but they are limited in scope and thus do not affect the average permissible density to 
any significant degree.  
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• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Kannapolis Concord 
 
Score Weight Total 
No District   0 1.5 0 
X ≥ 2.0    1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0 X(1) X(1) 2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0   3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5   4 1.5 6 
TOTAL     3 
 
(1) There is no density incentive for the provision of open space so the base and maximum density are the 
same.  
 
 
Evaluation Total for Kannapolis and Concord 53.5
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Belmont, NC 
 
 
• Regulatory Structure 
 
 Mooresville  
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 4 0 
Voluntary X(1) 1 4 4 
Mandatory (level 1) (X ≥15%)  4 4 16 
Mandatory (level 2) (X ≥25%)  5 4 20 
Mandatory (level 3) (X ≥33%)  6 4 24 
TOTAL  4 
 
• Percent of Open Space Required 
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Requirement X(1) 0 3 0 
  X < 10%  1 3 3 
0% < X ≤ 20%  3 3 9 
20% < X ≤ 30%  4 3 12 
30% < X ≤ 40%  5 3 15 
40% < X ≤ 50%  6 3 18 
X ≥ 50%    7 3 21 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1)The town does have a minimum open space exaction for all residential subdivisions over 8 total units. 
This measure requires more open space as the density of a development and bedrooms per dwelling unit 
increases. At 0.5 units per acre (the maximum base in the rural district) and with an average number of 
bedrooms per unit at 3, a minimum of 1.7% open space must be preserved.  
(1) The decision to categorize Belmont as having no open space requirement within its rural district was 
made because it has such a low requirement at 1.7 %. 
(1) Furthermore, developments that are within a 0.5 mile to current or planned parks have their open space 
requirement quartered to 1.275 %. Furthermore, developments that are adjacent to current or planned parks 
have their open space requirement halved to 0.85 %. 
 
• Density Bonuses for Open Space above Requirement 
 
% Density ▲ for 
every 1% ▲ in 
Open Space  
Belmont 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision X(1) O 2 0 
X < 1.0  1 3 3 
1.0 ≤ X < 3.0  3 3 9 
3 ≤ X < 5.0  4 3 12 
5 ≤ X < 7.0  5 3 15 
7 ≤ X < 9.0  6 3 18 
X > 9.0  7 3 21 
TOTAL    0 
(1) There is no incentive for the clustering of development.  
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• Maximum amount of Open Space Provision  
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Cluster Provision  0 2 0 
   X < 40%  1 2 2 
40% ≤ X <50%  2 2 4 
50% ≤ X <60%  3 2 6 
X ≥ 60% X(1) 5 2 8 
Total  8 
 
(1) Minimum lot sizes are not applicable for cluster subdivisions. The number of lots can not exceed the 
maximum amount permissible under the underlying zoning district.  
 
• Conditional Authority or by Right 
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
Conditional  X(1) 0 2 0 
By Right   4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) The provision of residential clustering is a conditional use within the watershed protection district. 
 
• Percent of Jurisdiction Outside of Urbanized Area under Cluster Ordinance  
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
Not Applicable(1)  0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  3 3 9 
50%≤X<75% X(1) 5 3 15 
X≥75%  6 3 18 
TOTAL    15 
 
(1) The water shed protection district where clustering is permissible covers a little more than half of what 
is considered the rural district.  
 
• Open Space Configuration (Must be mandatory or incentivised) 
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provisions  X(1) 0 2 0 
View sheds  4 2 8 
External Connectivity   6 2 12 
Internal Connectivity  6 2 12 
General Proportions(1)  6 2 12 
TOTAL    0 
 
(1) There is an emphasis on natural feature preservation, but not on open space configuration. 
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• Natural and Rural Feature Preservation 
 
 Belmont 
 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Provision  0 2 0 
Wildlife Habitat  6 2 12 
Natural / Rural Features(1) X(1) 6 2 12  
TOTAL    12 
 
(1) The preservation of significant stands of trees, stream bed areas, and other valuable topographic features 
is requisite where practical and feasible.  50% of the open space must be configured around water bodies 
where applicable. 
 
• Requisite Amount of Preserved Open Space to be kept in Rural or Natural State 
 
 
 
(1) All of the open space preserved within cluster development must be kept in its natural or rural state.  
 
• Provision of Public Open Space 
 
 Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
No Provision X 0 2 0 
Incentives  4 2 8 
TOTAL    0 
 
• Base Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
X ≥ 1.5  0 1.5 0 
1 ≤ X < 1.5  1 1.5 1.5 
0.5 ≤ X < 1 X(1) 2 1.5 3 
0.25≤ X < 0.5  3 1.5 4.5 
 X ≤ 0.25  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    3 
 
(1) The only district that qualifies as rural is the Rural Residential District RR which has a permissible 
density of 1 Du/Acre. 
 
 
 
 Belmont 
 
 
Score 
 
Weight 
 
Total 
No Specification   0 3 0 
X<25%  1 3 3 
25%≤X<50%  2 3 6 
50%≤X<75%  5 3 15 
X≥75% X(1) 6 3 18 
TOTAL    18 
 123
• Maximum Allowed Densities (units per acre) 
 
Rural 
District 
Belmont 
 
Score Weight Total 
No District  0 1.5 0 
X ≥ 2.0   1 1.5 1.5 
1 ≤ X < 2.0  2 1.5 3 
0.5 ≤ X < 1.0 X(1) 3 1.5 4.5 
X < 0.5  4 1.5 6 
TOTAL    4.5 
 
(1) There are no density incentives for the provision of open space so the base and maximum density are 
the same.  
 
 
 
Evaluation Total for Belmont  64.5  
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APPENDIX 2  
Approved Sketch Plans 
 
 The appendix is a catalogue of all the approved sketch plans of developments within the 
rural sectors of Huntersville and Davidson approved under the last two ordinances. The sketch 
plans have been enhances with two shades of overlays that signify two classes of open spaces as 
follows. 
 
1) Lighter Green – Lands designated as natural or rural open spaces. 
2) Darker Green – All other lands such urban open spaces, active recreational areas, etc. 
 
Section 2.1 - Huntersville development under previous ordinance (11/19/96 – 05/3/04) 
Section 2.2 - Huntersville development under current ordinance (05/04/04 – Present) 
Section 2.3 - Davidson development under previous ordinance (1992 - 6/10/01) 
Section 2.4 - Davidson development under current ordinance (6/10/01 - Present 
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Appendix 2.1 
Huntersville Development under Previous Ordinance (11/19/96 – 05/3/04) 
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Appendix 2.2 
Huntersville Development under Current Ordinance (05/04/04 – Present) 
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Appendix 2.3 
Davidson Development under Previous Ordinance (1992 - 6/10/01) 
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Appendix 2.4 
Davidson Development under Current Ordinance (6/11/01- Present) 
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Low Impact Development with no open space  
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Low Impact Development with no open space  
200FT 200FT 
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Low Impact Development with no open space  
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Low Impact Development with no open space  
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Low Impact Development with no open space
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